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SENATE-Friday, November 1, 1985 
Novem'ber 1, 1985 

<Legislative day of Monday, October 28, 1985> 

The Senate met at 8:45 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore CMr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich
ard C. Halverson, D.D., offered the fol
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Come unto me all ye that are weaTJ1 

and heavy laden, and I will give you 
rest-Matthew 11:28. 

God of peace, manifest Yourself, 
Your grace, Your wisdom, Your peace, 
in this place and upon these people 
today. Something is not right. There is 
much activity and hard work but little 
progress, as though the Senate is on a 
treadmill. They face the farm bill with 
many different commodities compet
ing for attention, as well as regions. 
The debt ceiling which somehow 
seems to defy resolution despite its in
evitability. And reconciliation, the 
giant, which like a magnet attracts all 
manner of amendments. 

Meanwhile Father in Heaven, Sena
tors grow weary, discouraged, and dis
appointed as a Friday session upsets 
many plans for home State business, 
family, and other commitments. Some
one has said it is better to be swal
lowed by a whale than to be nibbled to 
death by minnows. Gracious, Loving 
Lord, bestow upon leaders and Mem
bers a special measure of grace and 
peace, so that neither massive issues 
or trivia will be allowed to frustrate es
sentials and priorities. In His name 
Who promised rest for the weary. 
Amen. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
distinguished acting majority leader is 
recognized. 

THE CHAPLAIN'S PRAYER 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President pro 

tempore, again our Chaplain leaves us 
with a pungent message and indeed he 
is an extraordinary person. I note 
more and more he understands the 
processes of this place as he speaks. 

I have a different phrase for that 
marvelous allusion to the whale and 
minnows. I have often said that some
times the process here is like getting 
pecked to death by ducks and that, of 
course, is a grisly fate as anyone might 
imagine. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, on 

this All Saints' Day we go ahead and 
grapple with the farm bill and indeed 
we have much to do there. We have 
not even come to the issues of com
modities and the dairy issue and some 
critical tough debates. The reason we 
do not is that they are tough and 
people prefer not to deal with them, 
but that is our task. Again that is 
what we are here for. So we will be 
doing that. 

Let me just review what we are up to 
this day: 

We have the two leaders under the 
standing order of 10 minutes each; 
special orders in favor of the following 
Senators for not to exceed 15 minutes 
each, Senator THuRMOND, Senator 
WILSON, Senator DOLE, and Senator 
PROXMIRE. 

If time permits there will be a period 
for the transaction of routine morning 
business not to exceed beyond 9:45 
a.m. with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for not more than 5 minutes 
each. 

Following morning business, it will 
be the intention of the majority leader 
to tum to the consideration of H.R. 
2965, the State, Justice, Commerce ap
propriations bill. Votes can be expect
ed prior to the hour of 12 noon on the 
appropriations bill. 

At approximately 1 p.m. the Senate 
will then resume consideration of the 
farm bill, S. 1714. 

Also, at some point during the day's 
session, the Senate could deal with the 
debt limit, either an extension or 
House Joint Resolution 372, the origi
nal debt limit extension with Gramm
Rudman-Hollings as an amendment. 
The House will deal with that issue at 
11 o'clock this morning. When we 
review the results of their labors, we 
will better be able to advise our col
leagues on both sides of the aisles as 
to what our procedures here will be 
and whether that will take more time 
this date than originally thought. 
Rollcall votes can be expected 
throughout the day. That is a swift 
review of our activities. 

I reserve the balance of the leader's 
time. I note that my good friend from 
Wisconsin is here and I will certainly 
yield to him. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MINORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
EvANS). The acting Democratic leader 
is recognized. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 
first I want to say how delighted I was 
to hear even a slight reference by my 
good friend from Wyoming about 
dairy. There was that magic word. I 
loved it. He is always so friendly and 
so kind and so helpful that I am sure 
he will be able to give a little hand 
when that comes up, at least I hope 
and pray so. 

HERE'S HOW THE PRESIDENT 
CAN ESCAPE FROM HIS ARMS 
CONTROL AND DEFICIT DILEM
MA 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 

the United States negotiate a dramat
ic, far-reaching, and comprehensive 
arms control agreement with the 
Soviet Union? Superficially, the 
answer might seem to be an obvious 
and emphatic "No." After all, isn't the 
President of the United States the ab
solutely quintessential, in fact, total 
power when it comes to arms control 
negotiations by the United States? He 
is, indeed. There is no question about 
that. And doesn't this President have 
a long, unblemished record of opposi
tion to every arms control agreement 
in the 40 years of the nuclear age
whether negotiated by Republicans or 
Democrats? He does. And hasn't the 
President advanced his own greatly 
preferred alternative to a nuclear arms 
control agreement: a strategic defense 
initiative or star wars? He has. ·And 
doesn't the logic of the President's 
complete faith in star wars as the 
method of def ending America against 
a Soviet nuclear attack make reliance · 
on an arms control agreement with 
the treacherous, immoral, treaty vio
lating Communist Russians, a wholly 
unnecessary redundancy? It sure does. 
And hasn't the President's Secretary 
of Defense recently expressed the 
most explicit kind of misgivings about 
the value of an arms control treaty 
with the Soviet Union? He has. And 
doesn't the Secretary of Defense con
stantly and faithfully reflect to-the
letter the views of his Commander in 
Chief, Ronald Reagan? He does. In 
fact, Secretary Weinberger follows the 
President's views precisely, fully, in 
fact, slavishly. 

In view of all this, why should any 
realist contend that this administra
tion may agree to an arms control 
treaty with the Soviet Union? The 
answer, Mr. President, is that the 
President will have to make the hard, 
tough choice between no arms control 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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and a very big tax increase; or arms 
control and no tax increase. Given 
that choice, this Senator is betting on 
an admitted long shot, a Presidential 
decision against a big tax increase. 
Why will the President be faced with 
what he must regard as a terrible, ter
rible choice? Why can't he go on blith
ley as he has in the past with huge 
deficits to finance the arms race in
stead of a tax increase? Answer: the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings amendment 
that passed the Senate and is now 
being worked over in conference will 
very likely emerge with iron bound re
quirements for Congress to reduce the 
Federal deficit. The conference prod
uct will be in something like its 
present form. If it does so emerge, the 
Congress will be faced with the pain
ful choice of either making drastic re
ductions in military spending or sharp
ly increasing taxes. In a classic letter 
to the Washington Post on Sunday, 
October 27, House Armed Services 
Chairman LEs AsPIN brilliantly de
scribes how devastating will be the 
cuts mandated by Gramm-Rudman
Hollings in military spending as the 
amendment is presently worded. The 
conference committee can correct 
some of the Aspin exposed absurdities 
in the amendment that would force 
grossly inefficient reductions in mili
tary programs, but the conference is 
very unlikely to let defense off the 
hook. There is no way that the Con
gress can reduce the Federal deficit by 
$36 billion a year for 5 years as re
quired by the amendment without 
either sharp reductions in military 
spending or a truly massive tax in
crease. A 1- or 2-year surtax or some 
other temporary tax hike could not do 
the Job. Without sharp defense spend
ing reductions the amendment would 
mandate a permanent increase in the 
tax burden the Federal Government 
imposes. 

So how does President Ronald 
Reagan, who takes such pride in the 
Nation's defense buildup during his 
Presidency, solve this dilemma? How 
does the President who defied the 
Congress to "make his day" by letting 
him veto any tax increase handle this 
one? As James Reston wrote in the 
New York Times on October 27, Presi
dent Reagan is the greatest escape 
artist since Houdini. He sure is. But 
can he escape this one? He can. Here is 
how: He makes an arms control agree
ment with the Soviet Union that is 
truly comprehensive. It is so compre
hensive that it saves any future 
United States spending on star wars. 
And that by itself is a bundle. It also 
permits the President to announce a 
cutback in military personnel at all 
levels and by several hundred thou
sands. He will forget about the 600-
ship Navy. Air Force and Army pro
curement will sharply drop. Result: 
The President will become the great 
peace President. President Reagan will 

become the man who stopped the nu
clear arms race that seemed hellbent 
for the final Armageddon, and, best of 
all for millions of taxpayers, he will 
become the President who cut taxes 
and kept them cut while sharply re
ducing the Nation's huge economic al
batross-the massive Federal budget 
deficits. Of course, all this will take a 
spectacular U turn on arms control 
and military spending. But why not? 
This way the President and his admin
istration lands on its political feet. 
Any other course takes him over the 
cliff and onto the rocks. 

This Senator does not argue this is 
the right course or the inevitable 
course. But, viewed strictly from a po
litical standpoint, the President has an 
easy decision. 

FLEECE FOR NOVEMBER GOF.S 
TO PENTAGON 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 
today I am awarding my Golden 
Fleece for November to the Penta
gon-now read 'em and weep on this 
one-for spending $162 million annual
ly producing and buying periodicals 
and newspapers. 

The poor taxpayer is being dog
eared and sent to the bindery with 
this expense, especially since the Pen
tagon admits that many of its own 
publications are nonessential. 

And browse over this one: $119 mil
lion of this amount was spent for pur
chasing about 1.9 million subscriptions 
to various public newspapers and mag
azines such as Newsweek or the Wash
ington Post. 

What we have here is evidence of 
the Pentagon's new motto: "Better 
read than dead." 

When the American taxpayers hear 
this story, I think they will conclude 
that "no news would be good news." 
Here are the facts: 

The Pentagon is the world's largest 
consumer of newspapers and maga
zines with $119.3 million spent each 
year to purchase an estimated 1.9 mil
lion subscriptions. There are no man
agement controls over these purchases 
which are approved routinely-prob
ably because the cost of each individ
ual subscription is not very high. But 
add them all up and you get a real 
budget buster. 

Even the Defense Department in
spector general's office has concluded 
that "we believe that the lack of con
trols over commercial periodicals has 
resulted in the procurement of nones
sential commercial periodicals." 

In addition to purchases of maga
zines and newspapers, the Defense De
partment spent $20.4 million for pub
lishing periodicals. Ten periodicals 
alone cost over $6.8 million annually. 
They are: 

Soldiers; PS, the Preventive Mainte
nance Magazine; Army Logistician; Air 
University Review; All Hands; Army 

Reserve Magazine; Army Echoes; 
Airman; Driver; and Air Reservist 
Magazine. 

Many of these publications contain 
similar information and are directed to 
the same audiences. A sample taken by 
an internal audit found that the mili
tary publishes 126 civilian personnel 
bulletins and newsletters, 25 safety 
bulletins, and 40 retiree newsletters 
and bulletins. 

Why so many addressing the same 
questions and the same audiences? Be
cause each military service, each 
major component, each recognizable 
group or category of individuals wants 
their own publications. The Army does 
not want to read an Air Force publica
tion even if the information is rele
vant. And the Navy would not consider 
an Air Force publication as appropri
ate to their interests. 

When the Pentagon reads about its 
reading habits as a result of this 
fleece, I hope they will follow the rec
ommendations of their own inspector 
general auditors and take out the 
budget-cutting knife. There is no 
doubt about it-the pen had proved to 
be mightier than the purse at the Pen
tagon. 

MYTH OF THE DAY 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 

myth of the day is that the Bhopal 
disaster could not happen today in the 
United States. That is a myth. It could 
very possibly happen here. Last year, 
Bhopal, India, suffered one of the 
worst environmental catastrophes of 
modem times. 

American reporters covering the ac
cident all asked the same question: 
Could a Bhopal-type accident happen 
here? The administration's answer was 
a resounding No! 

According to them, our comprehen
sive system of environmental and 
safety safeguards prevents future trag
edies of this type from occurring in 
the United States. 

They are wrong, Mr. President. As 
shown by recent incidents at Institute, 
WV, and Linden, NJ, nothing could be 
further from the truth. 

Although Congress enacted strong 
legislation such as the Toxic Sub
stances Control Acti Resource Conser
vation and Recovery Act; Hazardous 
Materials Transportation Act; Safe 
Drinking Water Act; Clean Air and 
Clean Water Acts, and Federal Insecti
cide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act, 
EPA and DOT enforcement is spotty 
or nonexistent. 

For example, there are just a hand
ful of Federal inspectors responsible 
for inspection of the over 400,000 tank 
trucks and 160,000 railroad tank cars 
which regularly carry hazardous mate
rials. These are simply not inspected, 
except very, very rarely. 
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According to an EPA internal docu

ment, about five accidents involving 
leaks of toxic substances occur every 
day. The authors base their conclu
sions on a partially complete data 
base, the best available, which covers 
only part of the United States. When 
extrapolated to the entire country, the 
true accident rate is probably several 
times higher. 

EPA is also slow in producing the 
emergency plans needed for prevent
ing spills of dangerous substances into 
our waterways. The Agency has had 
since 1972 to prepare a final hazardous 
spill prevention plan required by the 
Clean Water Act but produced no reg
ulation. 

The same Agency produced only five 
standards for individual hazardous air 
pollutants since 1970, despite the hun
dreds which it admits are emitted into 
the air. 

It is time to start regulating these 
substances before the next Bhopal 
happens here. 

HUMAN RIGHTS IN UGANDA 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on 

July 27, 1985, an army coup led by Lt. 
Gen. Tito Okello toppled the govern
ment of Apollo Milton Obote. 

The U.S. Committee for Refugees 
reports that when Mr. Okello took 
office "lout of every 14 Ugandans was 
a refugee or displaced. Approximately 
300,000 Ugandans remained outside 
the country's borders as refugees. As 
many as 950,000 more were internally 
displaced from their homes and farms, 
but remained within Uganda in a refu
gee-like situation." 

In August 1984, the U.S. Department 
of State publically condemned the 
human rights record of the Obote gov
ernment as "horrendous" and "among 
the most grave in the world." It esti
mates that as many as 100,000 to 
200,000 Ugandans died since the over
throw of Amin. Other sources claim 
casualties were between 300,000 and 
500,000. 

Unfortunately, Uganda's recent his
tory is the story of failed leadership. 
Mr. Okello's predecessors practiced 
genocide. Government officials and 
army officers, unable to overcome reli
gious, ethnic, and tribal differences, 
resorted to widespread torture and de
tention of civilians. 

Mr. President, Mr. Okello's tenure as 
ruler of Uganda will be difficult. Ugan
da's complex political and social orga
nizations will test his strength and re
solve. I wish him well. 

Uganda remains rich in potential to 
become a nation that safeguards 
human rights. Under Mr. Okello 
Uganda can once again reclaim its title 
as the "pearl of Africa." The develop
ment of human rights protection in 
Uganda will be slow and tedious. Be
havior will not change overnight. 

Mr. President, the United States 
must send a message of hope and cau
tion to Mr. Okello. The U.S. Senate 
must ratify the Genocide Treaty 
making clear to him and the world 
that we oppose the heinous crime of 
genocide. Our ratification will demon
strate that we shall hold him account
able for the preservation and protec
tion of human rights in Uganda. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the spe
cial order which was reserved for me 
be reserved for the Democratic leader, 
Senator BYRD, in view of the fact that 
I used his leader time this morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
WILSON 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
California is recognized for not to 
exceed 15 minutes. 

Mr. WILSON. I thank the Chair. 

CONTROL OF TIME 
Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the special 
order in favor of the majority leader 
be under the control of the Senator 
from California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WILSON. I ask unanimous con
sent that the special order in favor of 
the President pro tempore be reserved 
for his use later in the day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I yield 
to my distinguished friend, the senior 
Senator from Idaho <Mr. McCLURE). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Idaho. 

PRESERVING DETERRENCE 
THROUGH U.S. STRATEGIC 
STRENGTH 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 

thank my friend from California for 
yielding. I also thank him for the sig
nif leant leadership he is providing to 
the Senate in giving the opportunity 
to several of us to cooperate with him 
in the effort of examining the United 
States negotiating and military-for
eign relations posture with respect to 
the Soviet Union. 

Mr. President, I would like to speak 
again today about the U.S. strategic 
defense initiative and the correct, 
sound "fully justifiable" way to inter
pret the SALT I Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Treaty. 

In September 1972, the Soviet Minis
ter of Defense, the late Marshal 
Grechko, stated: "The ABM Treaty 
places no limitations whatsoever on 
the conducting of research and experi
mental work directed toward solving 
the problems of def ending the country 
from nuclear missile strikes." I agree 
with President Reagan that the Sovi
ets are way ahead of us in SDI and 
Asat development, and one reason 
they are ahead is that they have not 
let the ABM Treaty interfere with 
their SDI and Asat development and 
testing. Neither should the United 
States, because only SDI deployment 
is restricted under the ABM Treaty. 

I believe that the State Depart
ment's unfounded "restrictive" inter
pretation of the SALT I ABM Treaty 
has crippled President Reagan's stra
tegic defense initiative. Under the 
State Department's unfounded "re
strictive" interpretation, the United 
States would spend about $26 billion 
for mere SDI research over the next 
20 years. To do no more than mere re
search for 20 years would be a tragic 
waste of our ever scarcer defense 
funds. The State Department's un
founded restrictive interpretation of 
the ABM Treaty binding us but not 
the U.S.S.R. simply constitutes U.S. 
unilateral disarmament, as I said on 
the Senate floor last week. 

The State Department has already 
in effect traded away President Rea
gan's SDI, even before the summit, 
and for no quid pro quo at all in Soviet 
arms restraints. 

I do not support a double standard 
on SALT compliance for the Soviet 
Union, allowing their SALT I and 
SALT II break out violations and mas
sive strategic buildup, while the 
United States is enmeshed in the self
imposed straitjacket of unilateral 
SALT compliance. Indeed, Mr. Presi
dent, keeping the United States SDI 
under the restrictive interpretation is 
a way of putting off for 20 years a cru
cial decision needing to be made today, 
here and now, dealing with the urgent 
threat to America of Soviet offensive 
and defensive superiority. If America 
will not face up now to the necessity 
of responding proportionately to 
Soviet SALT break out violations and 
their massive military buildup, will we 
be any more likely or able to respond 5 
years into the future, when the Sovi
ets will be even stronger and we will be 
even weaker? I believe that it is imper
ative that the U.S. SDI Program be re
structured as soon as possible to be 
consistent with the President's "fully 
justifiable" interpretation of the ABM 
Treaty that all SDI research, develop-
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ment, and testing is fully legal. This 
would means U.S. SDI technology 
demonstration tests so soon as possi
ble. 

Mr. President, it was recently report
ed that the Soviets have offered to 
stop construction of their Kras
noyarsk ABM battle management 
radar, which President Reagan has 
confirmed is an "outright," "clear," 
and "direct" violation of the ABM 
Treaty, in exchange for the United 
States refraining from modernizing 
two overseas radars which were not 
even covered by the ABM Treaty. 

According to Defense Department 
drawings of the Krasnoyarsk radar de
rived from U.S. Intelligence, it is ex
ternally physically already completed. 
Hence the Soviets could easily agree to 
"stop" constructing it, while secretly 
continuing to install its internal elec
tronic equipment. It will be operatio!1-
al by 1987, without any further detect
able activity. Such a brazen deception 
would not be uncommon at all for the 
Soviets, given their record of past ne
gotiating deceptions, operational cam
ouflage, concealment, and deception 
("Maskirovka" in Russian) and out
right arms control treaty violations. 
Already, in the last 3 years, for exam
ple, two Soviet leaders have twice pro
posed a unilateral Soviet moratorium 
on their own SS-20 deployment pro
gram, while continuing just the same 
with deploying SS-20's. So the United 
States should be wary of foregoing the 
perfectly legitimate modernization of 
the Thule, Greenland and Fryling
dales, England early warning radars 
not even covered by the ABM Treaty, 
in exchange for an almost certainly 
deceptive Soviet concession. I ask 
unanimous consent that the article by 
William Safire in yesterday's New 
York Times entitled "Krasnoyarsk 
Chutzpah" be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CFrom the New York Times, Oct. 31, 19851 
KRASNOYARSK CHUTZPAH 

<By William Safire) 
WASHINGTON.-The Soviet Union, which 

wants to block our space-based missile de
fense, has been caught redhanded with an 
illegal ground-based missile defense-but re
fuses to give it up. 

On July 27, 1983, the syndicated colum
nists Rowland Evans and Robert Novak re
ported that a top-secret warning had been 
sent by U.S. intelligence to the White 
House: an immense radar system was being 
built in Siberia in violation of the ABM 
treaty. · 

That column turned out to be the scoop of 
the year. A week later, Senator James 
McClure wrote President Reagan asking for 
a closed-session briefing on what he termed 
"the most flagrant Soviet SALT violation 
yet." The next week, The New York Times 
confirmed the concern of intelligence offi
cials at the satellite photos of the new radar 
installation the size of two football fields 
near Krasnoyarsk. 

Three months before this disclosure 
President Reagan surprised the world with 
his idea for changing the basis of nuclear 
deterrence: no longer would we rely on 
"mutual assured destruction," enshrining 
vulnerability in a balance of terror, but we 
would seek to build a defense against incom
ing missiles. 

Build defenses? That notion horrified the 
MAD crowd, which believes that nakedness 
is strength. "Concerned Scientists" rushed 
into print with predictions that a shield 
could never be devised. Russians joined in 
the furious derogation of "Star Wars" de
fense, which would leapfrog the Soviet ad
vantage in offense. 

But there was a glaring weakness in the 
Soviet-MAD argumen.t: the news that the 
Russians were building a missile-targeting 
radar in their heartland meant that the 
Soviet Union, in violation of the Antiballis
tic Missile Treaty of 1972, was building its 
own defense. If the Russians were cheating 
by building a secret defense, then the argu
ment against an open U.S. defense col
lapsed. 

That is why the American doves refused 
to believe the story of the Krasnoyarsk 
radar. It had to be a concoction of right
wing extremists bent on ruining traditional 
arms control doctrine. Doves preferred the 
Russian explanation: just listening to mes
sages from space. 

That is also why some of us hardliners 
have been hitting the Krasnoyarsk violation 
so hard. Stop for a moment of background. 
The Nixon-Brezhnev deal allows for "early 
warning" radars on the periphery of our 
mutual defenses, but only one local defense 
against missiles. The Russians chose to 
build a local defense around Moscow; we 
chose to build none. Their permitted 
Moscow ABM includes a battle-management 
radar to plot the trajectories of hundreds of 
incoming missiles simultaneously, enabling 
ground-based missiles to shoot them down. 

Now here's the rub: The building in Kras
noyarsk is the same, in size and signals, as 
the radar installation near Moscow that the 
Russians freely assert is designed to target 
incoming ICBM's. <Russian technocrats 
stick to one set of plans.) The only real dif
ference is that the radar at Krasnoyarsk is a 
treaty violation; it means the Russians are 
putting a rudimentary national missile de
fense in place. 

In other words, they may have already 
begun to deploy "Ground Wars"-a ground
based defense against missiles in their re
entry stage-while complaining about our 
prospective testing of Star Wars, a space
based defense against missiles in their 
launch stage. 

At this point, with a summit approaching 
and the blatant Krasnoyarsk violation 
making their antidefense argument unten
able, the Russians could <a> admit the viola
tion and shut it down, Cb> admit nothing but 
dismantle their illegal radar, Cc) wreck their 
attack on the U.S. space-defense plan by 
doing nothing. 

Mr. Gorbachev chose a bolder fourth 
course: he offers to "stop building" his de
fenses at Krasnoyarsk <outside, that is
inside, the electronic work goes on> in 
return for abandonment of U.S. plans to up
grade a couple of our early-warning radars 
that the treaty permits. 

Talk about chutzpah: we'll hold our viola
tion at its present level, he says, but you 
have to pay for it. 

True to form, our MADmen embrace this 
cynical ploy as evidence of his conciliation, 
and promptly cast suspicion on modernizing 
our peripheral early-warning system. 

Don't be fooled: the Krasnoyarsk radar 
defense is evidence of the Soviet drive to 
put a national ABM in place. It proves that 
Mr. Gorbachev does not care if his treaty
breaking stands exposed. Mr. Reagan is 
duty bound to insist on complete disman
tling of "Ground Wars" before discussion of 
limiting deployment of other defenses can 
begin. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
would now like to compare Soviet stra
tegic defenses with the United States 
SDI. But at the outset, we should rec
ognize that the Soviet SDI, space
based ABM based on "other physical 
principles," and the Soviet Asat, are 
way ahead of the United States, as 
President Reagan has stated. Dr. 
Robert Jastrow has also said that the 
Soviets are ahead of us in SDI. 

Regrettably, the President's goal of 
a stable transition to deployment of 
strategic defenses will be unattainable 
in the 1990's or beyond if the United 
States is unable to deter the Soviets 
from illegal land-based ABM deploy
ments in the 1980's. The United States 
cannot expect to deter illegal land
based Soviet ABM deployments in the 
1980's without reorienting our own 
strategic defense initiative. 

The Soviet Union has the only oper
ational ABM system, the only open 
production lines for ABM interceptor 
missiles and mobile ABM radars, open 
production lines for two types of 
mobile SAM interceptors and mobile 
radars capable of ABM use, and far 
more extensive air defenses and civil 
defenses than does the United States. 
Moreover, because Soviet offensive 
forces have over three times the war
heads and six times the counterforce 
capability of the United States Forces, 
it is unrealistic for the United States 
to assume that modernization of 
United States offensive Forces alone 
will deter further Soviet ABM deploy
ments. And again, the Soviets are way 
ahead in SDI development and testing 
and in Asat deployment. The United 
States can only deter the Soviets from 
additional illegal ABM deployments, if 
at all, by developing a capability and 
readiness for selective deployment of 
at least a limited American-and possi
bly also a NATO-land-based ABM 
system before the close of this decade. 
The United States SDI as currently 
structured under the restrictive State 
Department interpretation of the 
ABM Treaty has not deterred Soviet 
breakout from the SALT I ABM 
Treaty. 

The Congress must work with the 
President to prevent further erosion 
of the U.S. strategic deterrent. Before 
the next Defense budget is requested 
in January 1986, the United States 
must review land-based ABM system 
development options, and must work 
jointly with NATO allies to expedite 
development activities before the Sovi
ets destroy the ABM Treaty in its en
tirety. Those arms control commit-
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ments that have any chance of surviv
ing Soviet indifference to legal obliga
tions depend upon United States and 
allied safeguards programs that 
strengthen incentives for arms control 
compliance. But even more important
ly, the United States must restructure 
SDI into a robust, ambitious, technol
ogy demonstration program as soon as 
possible. 

Let me review the Soviet land-based 
strategic defense programs of the last 
20 years, before turning to the necessi
ty of building practicality into the 
United States strategic defense initia
tive. 

THE SOVIET STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE, 
1985-85 

THE MOSCOW ABM SYSTEM 

The Soviets began deploying the 
original Moscow ABM system in the 
early 1960's, and even before the 1972 
ABM Treaty they began research on 
the newer Moscow system now almost 
fully deployed and by 1987 to be aug
mented by completion of the Pushkino 
radar. 
DUAL PURPOSE SAM AND ABM MISSILE AND RADAR 

NETWORK 
Also in the early 1960's the Soviets 

began development of a high altitude 
surface-to-air missile with a range of 
about 300 kilometers. U.S. intelligence 
calls this missile the SA-5. It became 
the most widely deployed surface-to
air missile in the Soviet Union. There 
are about 2,000 SA-5 interceptors de
ployed. This surface-to-air missile was 
the only Soviet SAM missile deployed 
with a range significantly greater than 
100 kilometers. Credible press reports 
indicate that the SA-5 has nuclear 
warheads, and has been tested in an 
ABM mode over 60 times between 1973 
and 1977. 

The Soviets made no secret of the 
fact that this SA-5 rocket was de
signed with both an air defense and an 
ABM variant, but once the Soviets 
signed the ABM Treaty of 1972, the 
Soviet press began to ref er to this 
SAM missile and associated radars 
only as an antiaircraft system. Why, 
after ABM Treaty ratification in 1972 .• 
did the Soviets continue to test the 
SA-5 interceptor missile concurrently 
with tests of ABM radars? Why, after 
ABM Treaty ratification, did the Sovi
ets continue to test SA-5 radars during 
ballistic missile tests? Why did the So
viets resume concurrent testing of 
SAM system components and ABM 
system components, after United 
States complaints in 1975 in the 
Standing Consultative Commission? 
Why have the Soviets continued con
current testing of SA-5, SA-10, and 
SA-12 missiles and radars in an ABM 
mode even after sec agreements in 
1978 and 1985 banning just such test
·ing? 

The answer should be obvious: The 
Soviet Union circumvented the ABM 
Treaty limit of 100 missile interceptors 
by developing and deploying dual pur-

pose air defense and ballistic missile 
defense systems. And the dual purpose 
SA-5 SAM and ABM interceptor 
threat of the 1970's has been augment
ed by the SA-10-low altitude-and 
SA-12-high altitude dual purpose
SAM and ABM interceptor threat of 
the 1980's. Thus the Soviets have 
three kinds of SAM's which have a 
built in ABM capability, and whi.ch 
have been thoroughly tested in the 
ABM mode. And two of these systems 
are mobile, and all three are in mass 
production. 

A SOVIET ADMISSION THAT SAM'S HAVE ANTI
ICBM CAPABILITIES 

A Soviet military attache in Wash
ington admitted in June 1983 to an 
American academic arms control 
expert that both American and Soviet 
translators have recurringly mistrans
lated the Russian phrase zenitnykh ra
ketnykh kompleksov to mean antiair
craft missile complexes, when this 
term also applies to missiles with an 
antiballistic missile capability. This 
was an extraordinary, extremely im
portant admission. According to the 
account of the American academic 
arms control expert: 

When asked if he meant that Soviet "anti
aircraft missiles" had a capability to hit 
U.S. ICBMs, the Soviet military attache an
swered "yes" and elaborated without any 
prompting that Soviet weapons builders had 
the knowledge to make "anti-aircraft mis
siles" effective against U.S. ICBMs and did 
so. 

To check that we were in fact talking 
about the same thing, the American expert 
noted that the 1972 ABM Treaty and its 
1974 protocol limited each country to only 
100 ABM missiles. The American expert 
asked directly if what the Soviet military at
tache was saying meant that the Soviets 
had broken the Treaty. 

The Soviet military attache responded 
with a question-"What did you want us to 
do, not use the knowledge we had?" 

The American expert asked again if the 
Soviet military attache meant the Soviet 
Union had already broken the Treaty. 

This time the Soviet military attache gave 
no verbal answer, merely shrugging his 
shoulders .... 
· The American expert got the impression 
that the Soviet military attache was fully 
aware of what he was saying. His English is 
excellent. He made no attempt to dissuade 
the American from the idea that the Soviets 
had broken the ABM Treaty. 

This account is one of the best 
pieces of evidence that Soviet surf ace
to-air missiles and radars have an 
ABM capability. At Geneva recently, a 
top Soviet arms negotiator also admit
ted to an American official that Soviet 
SAM's had an ABM capability, thus 
confirming the 1983 Soviet military at
tache statement. Much technical evi
dence also supports this conclusion, 
and President Reagan has stated that 
it is "highly probable" that Soviet 
SAM's have been tested in the ABM 
mode. 

Defense Secretary Weinberger 
stated yesterday on October 31, 1985, 
in testimony to the Senate Foreign 

Relations Committee that because of 
the SA-10 and SA-12 ABM capability, 
the Soviets now have "some nation
wide ABM capability." But this is spe
cifically prohibited by Article I of the 
ABM Treaty. So here is yet another 
altogether new Soviet ABM Treaty 
violation confirmed by the Secretary 
of Defense. 

A CLEAR AND PRESENT DANGER TO U.S. 
DETERRENCE 

The Soviets have deployed a multi
tiered system of defense against ballis
tic missiles that is a "clear and present 
danger" to United States deterrence. 
The Soviet program accelerated after 
the United States unilaterally disman
tled the 100-interceptor ABM defense 
of a Minuteman ICBM field in 1975. 
Since that time the United States has 
had no operational ABM system. The 
United States has had no ABM inter
ceptor production lines open. The 
United States has had no ABM devel
opment program designed for rapid de
ployment in event of Soviet breakout 
from the ABM Treaty. In short, the 
collapse of the U.S. ABM program in 
the early 1970's and the long term 
design of the strategic defense initia
tive of the 1980's under the State De
partment restrictive interpretation of 
the ABM Treaty, have left the United 
States without a capability to deter 
Soviet ABM deployments. 
THE SOVIETS HA VE DEPLOYED A MULTITIERED 

SYSTEM OF DEFENSE AGAINST BALLISTIC MIS
SILES 

The Soviets have illegally developed 
mobile ABM radar systems for at least 
a decade, as reported in two Presiden
tial reports to the Congress <the GAC 
report, January 1984; the Interagency 
report, February 1985.) 

As noted, the Soviets have concur
rently tested ABM components and 
surface-to-air missile CSAMl compo
nents, and many of these tests were 
probable violations and some "highly 
probable violations" according to the 
Interagency Presidential report of 
February 1985. 

The October 1985 Defense Depart
ment report, "Soviet Strategic Defense 
Programs," acknowledges that the So
viets have at least 10,000 air defense 
radars and about 12,000 SAM intercep
tor launchers presently deployed. The 
October 1985 DOD report on "Soviet 
Strategic Defense Programs" also ac
knowledges that the SA-12 and SA-10 
SAM's provide a two-tiered defense, 
high- and low-altitude, with a capabil
ity to intercept incoming ballistic mis
siles. This is highly significant. 

While the United States watched for 
ABM treaty breakout, the Soviets en
gaged in concurrent testing of overly 
capable air defense systems, deployed 
these dual-purpose SAM and ABM sys
tems by the thousands, and are near
ing completion of the last long lead 
item, the Krasnoyarsk radar, expected 
to be operational by 1987. A new radar 



November 1, 1985 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 30205 
at Pushkino will give the Moscow 
ABM system enhanced capabilities, 
also by 1987. This Soviet complete, na
tionwide defense is only 1 short year 
away from being fully operational. 
This is an urgent, dangerous threat to 
U.S. deterrence. 

The Krasnoyarsk ballistic missile de
tection and tracking radar is in the 
north central sector of a large ellipse 
containing "strategic SAM concentra
tions." According to the October 1985 
DOD report, pages 9, 16. 

We must stop thinking of this radar 
as the first important violation of the 
ABM Treaty, but rather, as the last es
sential phase of an illegal Soviet terri
torial defense. This is because the 
Krasnoyarsk radar system "closes the 
last remaining gap in Soviet ballistic 
missile detection coverage," as report
ed in the October 1985 report, "Soviet 
Strategic Defense Programs." 

A POLICY OF UNPREPAREDNESS CANNOT DETER 
SOVIET BREAKOUT FROM THE ABM TREATY 

If the United States limits its strate
gic defense program at the research 
phase, the United States cannot deter 
illegal Soviet ABM deployments, be
cause the United States has no operat
ing ABM system, no open production 
lines for ABM's, and inadequate off en
sive forces, at an over 6 to 1 disadvan
tage, to deter Soviet ABM deploy
ments. 
THE SOVIETS HA VE CIRCUMVENTED THE DEPLOY

MENT LIMITS THAT ARE THE HEART OF THE 
ABM TREATY 

As Ambassador Smith said on May 
26, 1972, article III which limits ABM 
deployments in the heart of the ABM 
Treaty. But with thousands of Soviet 
dual purpose SAM and ABM intercep
tors already deployed, the Soviets 
have already got a prohibited nation
wide and territorial ABM defense. If 
the deployment limits cannot be pre
served from further Soviet encroach
ments, it is illusory to speak of unilat
eral U.S. restrictions on lawful SDI de
velopment activities, or "harpooning" 
of the ABM Treaty by exercising legal 
rights under it. 
A U.S. DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM FOR MOBILE ABM 

SYSTEMS IS ESSENTIAL IF THE UNITED STATES 
IS TO REESTABLISH DETERRENCE OF ILLEGAL 
ABM DEPLOYMENTS 

A U.S. testing and development pro
gram for fixed, land-based strategic 
defenses has always been recognized 
to be permissible. But such a program 
is, by itself, inadequate to deter fur
ther illicit Soviet ABM deployments. 
Fixed-site, land-based ABM systems 
are likely to be more vulnerable to 
attack than are mobile systems. The 
United States can proceed somewhat 
further with only land-based testing of 
components and with mobile testing of 

subcomponents. But is so limited a de
velopment program an effective deter
rent? 
OVERBREADTH OF ABM INTERPRETATION, 1977-

84 

It is true that in 1971 some working 
level negotiators wished to ban testing 
and development of futuristic ABM 
systems, but they failed to incorporate 
any private understandings at the 
working level into the treaty instru
ments that bind nations. Why did 
these negotiators fail to make an ex
plicit part of the treaty a ban on devel
opment of "other physical principle" 
ABM systems? Why do the treaty in
struments require predeployment dis
cussions and why do they link this 
duty to article III-limiting deploy
ments-and not to article V-limiting 
development? Why does agreed state
ment D fail to distinguish between 
fixed, land-based ABM systems and 
mobile systems? 

A U.S. testing and development pro
gram for all types of strategic defenses 
based upon "other physical princi
ples," is legal now, and was interpreted 
as not illegal in 1972 by those U.S. 
spokesmen authorized to bind the 
United States during the ABM ratifi
cation process. Every one of the state
ments in "Documents on Disarma
ment, 1972," the official annual publi
cation of the Arms Control and Disar
mament Agency, notes that it is de
ployment of "other physical principle" 
ABM systems that is prohibited. Not 
one of these 1972 statements by the 
President, the Secretary of State or 
the head of the SALT delegation 
assert that testing and development of 
"other physical principle" ABM com
ponents were to be prohibited. Thus 
the interpretation of the ABM Treaty 
which allows unrestricted SDI devel
opment and testing is "fully justifi
able," as the President has decided. 
This is certainly the Soviet interpreta
tion of the ABM Treaty as well, ac
cording to Marshal Grechko and to 
Soviet actions. The Soviet SDI pro
gram has been going full speed since 
the 1960's, no wonder they are ahead. 

But starting in 1977-and thereafter 
reflected in both public writings and 
in arms control impact statements
several of the U.S. SALT I negotiators 
who failed to incorporate any explicit 
predeployment limit on "other physi
cal principles" ABM systems within 
the treaty instruments, began to write 
in public as if they had banned the de
velopment of mobile laser and directed 
energy systems. These articles were 
immediately rebutted, however, by 
persons who examined both the full 
set of treaty instruments and the 
Vienna Convention on the Law of 

Treaties. In particular, article 31 of 
the Vienna Convention asks us to look 
only to treaty instruments if these are 
dispositive, and not to the intent of 
working level negotiators who lacked 
the authority to bind their nation
per article 7-and who failed to incor
porate their desires in treaty instru
ments. 

If the ABM systems defined in arti
cle II are those that were currently 
foreseeable with sufficient precision to 
regulate, then the article V limits ap
plied to testing and development of 
mobile component radars, intercep
tors, and launchers, but not ABM sys
tems based on "other physicial princi
ples." These are explicitly treated only 
in agreed statement D, which requires 
discussions-and implies a need of 
treaty modification-preceding deploy
ment, but not preceding development. 
THE INTENTION OF CERTAIN NEGOTIATORS TO 

LIMIT FUTURISTIC ABM SYSTEMS WAS 
THWARTED BY SOVIET NEGOTIATORS 

American SALT I negotiators in-
tended to limit much of the ensuing 
harm of Soviet weapons development 
and deployment. But despite their 
good intentions, they failed to limit 
the quadrupling of the throw-weight 
of the SS-19 compared to the SS-11 
ICBM, they failed to limit Soviet de
ployment of the mobile SS-16 ICBM, 
they failed to preclude conversion of 
dismantled Yankee ballistic missile 
submarines to even more lethal cruise 
missile carriers, they failed to prevent 
increases in defenses by means of the 
Moscow and Krasnsyarsk territorial 
ABM complexes, and they failed to 
prevent the deployment of thousands 
of dual purpose SAM and ABM inter
ceptors that a Soviet military attacQ.~ 
and a Soviet arms negotiator admit 
were designed to destroy United States 
ICBM's. So it should not be surprising 
if despite their good intentions, cer
tain United States negotiators found 
that the Soviets kept their options 
open by keeping out of the ABM' 
Treaty any binding limit on develop
ment of ABM systems based on "other 
physical principles." 

RESPONDING TO SOVIET VIOLATIONS 

Between January 1984 and June 
1985 the President reported on four 
occasions to the Congress regarding 
Soviet noncompliance with arms con
trol agreements. The unclassified find
ings are summarized in the following 
table. I ask unanimous consent that 
the table and footnotes be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 



30206 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE November 1, 1985 
TABLE !.-PRESIDENTIAL REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS ON SOVIET NONCOMPLIANCE WITH ARMS CONTROL OBLIGATIONS STRATEGIC NUCLEAR ARMS AGREEMENTS 

Obligation Issue/Report GAC report December 2, 1983( 1 ) lnteragency January 23, 1984(2 ) lnteragency February 11, 1985(3 ) President June 10, 1985(4 ) 

1972 ABM Treaty ..................... ... ....... Deployment of large Krasnoyarsk radar, neither on lflOfation ............................................... Almost certainly a violation ................. lflOfation .................. ........................... lflOfation. 
periphery nor oriented outward, 1981 to present. 

Tes:~r a~ r,~ of ~~n;1a~~: ...... Do .................................................. ...... Do ... ..................................... .. ........ Potential violation ................................ Do. 

197 5 to present. 

~~:r:~es~~=! ~~:·17-::::~:::;:: : : : ::::~ ::::::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::~ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :~!=:~~'.:~~:: : ::: : ::::: : :::::::: SeOOus~~use for~. 
defense of the national territory. 

{ 1 ) Unclassified summary report of the President's General Advisory Committee on Arms Control and Disarmament, released October 10, 1984. 
{ 2 l Unclassified summary report of NSC Verification and Compliance lnteragency Group. FY85 Arms Control Act. 
{ 3 Unclassified summary report of NSC lnterag~ Group, FY85 Defense Authorization Act. . . 
{ 4 Unclassified summary report of the President, 'Building an Interim Framework for Mutual Restraint." FY85 Defense Authonzatl0f1 Act. 
Note: The October 1985 Defense-State Department White Paper entitled Soviet Strategic Defense Programs states on page 8: "The silo-!>ased. [Moscow ABM] launchers !MY be reloada~." . 
The February, 1985 Report to Congress did not take an unclassified position on the ABM rapid reload issue. This statement entails conf1rmat100 of another Probable Soviet ABM Treaty violation. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President the 
report of the President's General Ad
visory Committee on Arms Control 
and Disarmament declared the contin
ued development of the flat twin 
mobile ABM radar a "violation," and 
the February l, 1985 NBC-coordinated 
Presidential report termed as "highly 
probable violations" the concurrent 
testing of dual purpose ABM and SAM 
components. The GAC report, and the 
interagency reports of February 1985 
and June 1985 all evaluate the Kras
noyarsk radar as an "outright," 
"direct," and "clear" "violation." And 
the last two reports-those of Febru
ary and June 1985-term a "potential 
violation" and "serious cause for con
cern" Soviet ABM and ABM-related 
actions in preparation for illegal de
fense of the national territory of the 
Soviet Union, 

Secretary of Defense Weinberger 
testified yesterday to the Senate 
Armed Services Committee that the 
evidence that the Soviet Krasnoyarsk 
Radar was a violation of the SALT I 
ABM Treaty was "incontrovertible." 
He added that our NATO Allies 
agreed, and expressed their own seri
ous concerns about Soviet ABM 
Treaty violations. 

Before considering whether to sus
pend the ABM Treaty in whole or in 
part, it is commendable that the exec
utive branch has recently reviewed 
with care the scope of permissible ac
tivities under the ABM Treaty. If 
there are actions that are permitted, 
and that safeguard against additional 
and illegal Soviet ABM deployments, 
it is high time that the United States 
exercise its testing and development 
rights. 

One Member of Congress called the 
outcome of this recent executive 
branch legal review "the most perni
cious interpretation of a legal require
ment since Plesy versus Ferguson," a 
now overturned Supreme Court case. 
On the contrary, the President and 
the executive branch are to be com
mended for their review of the scope 
and limits of the ABM Treaty duties. 
The interpretation of the ABM Treaty 
allowing research and development of 
ABM's based on "other physical prin
ciples," or SDI, is indeed "fully justifi
able," as the President has decided. It 

was fully justifiable between 1972 and 
1977, and it is fully justifiable today. 
The State Department's "restrictive" 
interpretation is simply wrong, and 
should be immediately discarded with 
the restructured, accelerated US SDI 
program. 

BUILDING PRACTICALITY INTO SDI 
The United States simply cannot 

afford to proceed without a more prac
tical Strategic Defense Program. 
Soviet resistance to inclusion within 
the ABM Treaty instruments of any 
explicit limit on testing and develop
ment of "other physical principles" 
ABM systems has its benefits today. 
The United States and its NATO allies 
retain the opportunity to transform a 
long-range Strategic Defense Program 
that will deter no one into a practical 
development program. 

Without an operating ABM system 
and without open ABM production 
lines, the United States has no other 
program that has any prospect of rees
tablishing a credible deterrent against 
further Soviet breakout from the 
ABM Treaty. Fixed, land-based ABM 
systems should be less survivable than 
mobile systems. But only by an ABM 
development program for those mobile 
systems that are lawful to develop, can 
the United States strengthen Soviet 
incentives for compliance with deploy
ment limits. Otherwise, the United 
States will have strategic defense ca
pabilities "too little, and too late." 
With the budget deficit what it is, de
fense research and development prior
ities must emphasize the practical and 
the attainable: 

The fiscal year 1987 budget must ac
celerate development of components 
for fixed, land-based ABM systems; 

More importantly, the fiscal year 
1987 Strategic Defense Programs must 
establish a development plan for 
United States and NATO-coordinated 
development of mobile ABM systems 
and components based on "other phys
ical principles," such as laser and di
rected energy systems; 

The Secretary of Defense must, by 
appropriate legislation, be instructed 
to report to the Congress on develop
ment options for strategic defense sys
tems, including effects of arms control 
obligations, and the design of strategic 
defense programs to strengthen incen-

tives for mutual arms control compli
ance. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the following official U.S. 
Government documents interpreting 
the 1972 SALT I ABM Treaty be print
ed in the RECORD for reference pur
poses. These are excerpts from Docu
ments on Disarmament 1972, an offi
cial U.S. Government Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency publication. 
These excerpts include every single 
reference in that volume to "other 
physical principles" ABM systems 
under the ABM Treaty. 

Every reference emphasizes that the 
regulatory line. is drawn before deploy
ment. Not once is the line drawn 
before development. 

So the Senate that gave its advice 
and consent to ratify the 1972 SALT I 
ABM Treaty, and the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee report that ex
plained it, based its votes on a treaty
instrument derived set of limits and 
not on the wishful thinking of certain 
.negotiations. 

There being no objection, the docu
ments were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
[Enclosure 3 to Letter, Harris to Kunsberg, 

Oct. l, 19851 
DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT-1972 

[News Conference Remarks by Presidential 
Assistant Kissinger and ACDA Director 
Smith: Strategic Arms Limitation Agree
ments, May 26, 19721 
DR. KISSINGER: Gentlemen, I thought that 

the most useful thing I could do was to give 
you a general background of these negotia
tions and of the President's view of the 
treaty, and Ambassador Smith, of course 
who has conducted the negotiations and 
brought them to this conclusion is in the 
best position to go through the details of 
the agreement. 

First of all, let me say on behalf of the 
President that he certainly will take occa
sion , to express personally that the reason 
we are here is the dedication and work of 
the delegation in Helsinki which has been 
led by Ambassador Smith. He has come here 
straight from the airport. He has been 
working en the final work of this agreement 
since 5:00 o'clock this morning. This con
cludes a rather hectic week for everybody 
who has been connected directly or indirect
ly with these negotiations. 

Let me make a few general observations 
before I turn this over to Ambassador 
Smith. 
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Nothing that this Administration has 

done has seemed to it more important for 
the future of the world than to make an im
portant first step in the limitation of strate
gic arms. 

All of us have been profoundly convinced 
that to arrest the arms race is one of the 
over-riding concerns of this period. Now it is 
a subject of enormous technical complexity, 
and for the two great nuclear powers to 
make a beginning in putting their arma
ments under some restraint required politi
cal decisions and an enormous amount of 
technical work. 

AMBASSADOR SMITH: • • • radar problems 
which some of you people perhaps felt we 
took too long in solving, but much of the 
time we have spent was in trying to wrestle 
with this radar problem to prevent the pos
sibility of a nationwide system arising. 

In addition to that, the two nations have 
made commitments not to even try for a 
thick or regional defense in one part of the 
country except as specifically permitted 
under the agreement; that is, to defend 
one's capital or to defend a relatively small 
number of ICBM silos. 

So, although Article I looks like sort of a 
general statement, to my mind it is one of 
the most significant articles in the whole 
agreement. 

Now, Article II defines what we are talk
ing about and has a very important bearing 
on the whole question of what we call 
future ABM systems. This treaty has as a 
most significant aspect that it not only 
limits the present situation, but has a chok
ing off effect on future systems which, 
under the terms of the treaty as we have 
reached understandings, futures will not be 
deployable unless this treaty is amended. 

Article III is the heart of the treaty and 
deserves a great deal of study. I think we 
spent more time trying to wrestle with Arti
cle III than any other part of the treaty. 

I will go into details later if you like, but it 
says both sides can have two sites with no 
more than 100 launchers at each site, with 
radar sharply limited; one site for the defen
sive capital and one for the ICBM's. The So
viets will agree to deploy the ICBM site well 
away from the capital site, so the possibility 
for a base of a nationwide system is very 
poor. 
[Report by Secretary of State Rogers to 

President Nixon on the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Agreements, June 10, 19721 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, June 10, 1972. 

The PREsIDENT, 
The White House. 

THE PREsmENT: I have the honor to 
submit to you the Treaty between the 
United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation 
of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems <ABM 
Treaty) and the Interim Agreement be
tween the United States of America and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Cer
tain Measures with respect to the Limita
tion of Strategic Offensive Arms <Interim 
Agreement), including an associate Protocol. 
It is my recommendation that the ABM 
Treaty be transmitted to the Senate for its 
advice and consent to ratification. 

The Interim Agreement, as its title indi
cates, is an agreement limited in scope and 
time. It is designed to limit the aggregate 
number of intercontinental balistic missile 
<ICBM> launchers and submarine-launched 
ballistic missile <SLBM> launchers, and the 
number of modern ballistic missile subma
rines, pending the negotiation of a treaty 
covering more complete limitations of stra-

tegic offensive arms. In these circumstances, 
I am submitting to you the Interim Agree
ment and its Protocol <which is an integral 
part of the Agreement>, with the recom
mendation that they be transmitted to both 
Houses of Congress for approval by a Joint 
Resolution. 

The Interim Agreement can by its terms 
enter into force only upon the exchange of 
written notices of acceptance by both coun
tries and only when and if the ABM Treaty 
is brought into force. Both signatories un
derstand that, pending ratification and ac
ceptance, neither will take any action that 
would be prohibited by the ABM Treaty or 
the Interim Agreement and Protocol, in the 
absence of notification by either signatory 
of its intention not to proceed with ratifica
tion or acceptance. 

ABM TREATY 

In broad outline, the ABM Treaty, signed 
on May 26, 1972, provides that: 

A nationwi<;le ABM deployment, and a 
base for such deployment, are prohibited; 

An ABM deployment for defense of an in
dividual region is prohibited, except as spe
cifically permitted; 

Permitted ABM deployments will be limit
ed to two widely separated deployment 
areas in each country-one for defense of 
the national capital, and the other for the 
defense of ICBMs; 

For these purposes no more than 100 
ABM launchers and no more than 100 ABM 
interceptor missiles at launch sites may be 
deployed within each 150-kilometer radius 
ABM deployment area, for a total of 200 de
ployed ABM interceptors and 200 deployed 
ABM launchers for each Party; 

ABM radars will be strictly controlled; 
radars to support the ABM defense of the 
national capital may be deployed only in a 
specified number of small radar complexes 
within the ABM deployment area; radars to 
support the ICBM defense will be limited to 
a specified number within the ABM deploy
ment area and will also be subject to quali
tative constraint. 

In order to assure the effectiveness of 
these basic provisions of the Treaty, a 
number of detailed corollary provisions were 
also agreed: 

Development, testing and deployment of 
ABM systems or ABM components that are 
sea-based, air-based, space-based or mobile
land-based are prohibited; 

Deployment of ABM systems involving 
new types of basic components to perform 
the current functions of ABM launchers, 
futerceptors or radars is prohibited; 

The conversion or testing of other sys
tems, such as air defense systems, or compo
nents thereof to perform an ABM role is 
prohibited. 

The Treaty also contains certain general 
provisions relating to the verification and 
implementation of the Treaty and to fur
ther negotiations: 

Each side will use national technical 
means for verification and the Parties agree 
not to interfere with such means and not to 
take deliberate concealment measures; 
Development, teattng, and other ltmttattona 

Article IV provides that the limitations in 
Article III shall not apply to ABM systems 
or ABM components used for development 
or testing, and located within current or ad
ditionally agreed test ranges. It is under
stood that ABM test ranges encompass the 
area within which ABM components are lo
cated for test purposes, and that non
phased-array radars of types used for range 
safety or instrumentation purposes may be 

located outside of ABM test ranges. Article 
IV further provides that each Party may 
have no more than a total of 15 ABM 
launchers at test ranges. The current 
United States test ranges for ABM systems 
are located at White Sands, New Mexico 
and Kwajalein Atoll in the Pacific. The cur
rent Soviet test range for ABM systems is 
located near Sary Shagan, KiwLkhstan SSR. 
ABM components are not to be deployed at 
any other test ranges without prior agree
ment between the Parties. 

Article V limits development and testing, 
as well as deployment, of certain types of 
ABM systems and components. Paragraph 
V<l > limits such activities to fixed, land
based ABM systems and components by pro
hibiting the development, testing or deploy
ment of ABM systems or components which 
are sea-based, air-based, space-based, or 
mobile land-based. It is understood that the 
prohibitions on mobile ABM systems apply 
to ABM launchers and ABM radars which 
are not permanent fixed types. 

Paragraph V<2> prohibits the develop
ment, testing, or deployment of ABM 
launchers for launching more than one 
ABM interceptor missile at a time from 
each launcher; modification of deployed 
launchers to provide them with such a capa
bility; and the development, testing, or de
ployment of automatic or semi-automatic or 
other similar systems for rapid reload of 
ABM launchers. The Parties agree that this 
Article includes an obligation not to devel
op, test, or deploy ABM interceptor missiles 
with more than one independently guided 
warhead. 

Future ABM system.a 
A potential problem dealt with by the 

Treaty is that which would be created if an 
ABM system were developed in the future 
which did not consist of interceptor missiles, 
launchers and radars. The Treaty would not 
permit the deployment of such a system or 
of components thereof capable of substitut
ing for ABM interceptor missiles, launchers, 
or radars: Article 11<1> defines an ABM 
system in terms of its function as "a system 
to counter strategic ballistic missiles or 
their elements in flight trajector", noting 
that such systems "currently" consist of 
ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers 
and ABM radars. Article III contains a pro
hibition on the deployment of AB){ systems 
or their components except as specified 
therein, and it permits deployment only of 
ABM interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, 
and ABM radars. Devices other than ABM 
interceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or 
ABM radars could be used as adjuncts to an 
ABM system, provided that such devices 
were not capable of substituting for one or 
more of these components. Finally, in the 
course of the negotiations, the Parties speci
fied that "In order to insure fulfillment of 
the obligation not to deploy ABM systems 
and their components except as provided in 
Article III of the Treaty, the Parties agree 
that in the event ABM systems based on 
other physical principles and including com
ponents capable of substituting for ABM in
terceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM 
radars are created in the future, SPecific 
limitations on such systems and their com
ponents would be subject to discussion in ac
cordance with Article XIII and agreement 
in accordance with Article XIV of the 
Treaty." <As explained below, Article XIII 
calls for establishment of a Standing Con
sultative Commission, and Article XIV deals 
with amendments to the Treaty.> 



30208 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE November 1, 1985 
Undertakings tn the ABM treaty 

I would like to address first the ABM 
Treaty. 

Under this treaty, both sides make a com
mitment not to build a nationwide ABM de
fense. This is a general undertaking of 
utmost significance. Without a nationwide 
ABM defense, there can be no shield against 
retaliation. Both great nuclear powers have 
recognized, and in effect agreed to maintain 
mutual deterrence. ' 

Therefore, I am convinced beyond doubt 
that the possibility of nuclear war has been 
dramatically reduced by this treaty. 

A major objective of SALT has been to 
reduce the tensions, uncertainties, and high 
costs which flow from the upward spiral of 
strategic arms competition. While the cost 
savings from these first SALT agreements 
will be limited initially, over the long term 
we will save the tens of billions of dollars 
which might otherwise have been required 
for a nationwide ABM defense. 

Furthermore, with an interim limitation 
on offensive weapons-which we hope will 
lead to a more comprehensive and perma
nent limitation-there will be a break in the 
pattern of action and reaction under which 
each side reacts to what the other is doing, 
or may do, in an open-ended situation. This 
cycle until now has been a major factor in 
driving the strategic arms race. 

The heart of the treaty is article III, 
which spells out the provisions under which 
each of the parties may deploy two limited 
ABM complexes, one in an ICBM deploy
ment area and one at its national capital. 
There can be no more than 100 ABM 
launchers, and 100 associated interceptors, 
at each complex-a total of 200. 

The two ABM deployment complexes per
mitted each side will serve different pur
poses. The limited ABM coverage in the 
ICBM deployment area will afford some 
protection for ICBM's in the area. ABM cov
erage at the national capitals will permit 
protection for the national command au
thority against a light attack, or an acciden
tal or unauthorized launch of a limited 
number of missiles, and thus decrease the 
chances that such an event would trigger a 
nuclear exchange. In addition, it will buy 
some time against a major attack, and its 
radars would help to provide valuable warn
ing. 

ABM radars are strictly limited. There are 
also important limitations on the deploy
ment of certain types of non-ABM radars. 
The complex subject of radar control was a 
central question in the negotiations because 
radars are the long leadtime item in devel
opment of an ABM system. 

The treaty provides for other important 
qualitative limitations. The parties will un
dertake not to develop, test, or deploy ABM 
systems or components which are sea-based, 
air-based, space-based, or mobile land-based. 
They have also agreed not to develop, test, 
or deploy ABM launchers for launching 
more .than one ABM interceptor missile at a 
time from each launcher, nor to modify 
launchers to provide them with such a capa
bility; nor to develop, test, or deploy auto
matic or semiautomatic or other similar sys
tems for rapid reload of ABM launchers; nor 
to develop, test, or deploy ABM missiles 
with more than one independently guided 
warhead. 

Perhaps of even greater importance as a 
qualitative limitation is that the parties 
have agreed that future exotic types of 
ABM systems, i.e., systems depending on 
such devices as lasers, may not be deployed, 
even in permitted areas. 

One of the more important corollary pro
visions deals with prohibiting the upgrading 
of antiaircraft systems, what has been 
called the "SAM-upgrade" problem. The 
conversion or testing of other systems, such 
as air-defense systems or components there
of, to perform an ABM role is prohibited as 
part of a general realistic assessment of the 
merits of the two agreements taken togeth
er. 

The treaty contains a general commit
ment not to build a nationwide ABM de
fense nor to provide a base for such defense. 
This general undertaking is supplemented 
by certain specific provisions. By this gener
al undertaking and the specific commit
ments, both countries in effect agree not to 
challenge the effectiveness of each other's 
missile deterrent capabilities by deploying 
widespread defenses against them. This 
means that the penetration capability of 
our surviving deterrent missile forces can be 
assured. This, to my mind, bears directly on 
concerns about a first strike against the 
United States. As long as we maintain suffi
cient and survivable retaliatory forces, this 
new assurance of their penetration capabil
ity makes "first strike" as a rational act in
conceivable, in my judgment. I believe that 
this is a development of prime significance 
for U.S. security. 

The treaty, by permitting only a small de
ployment of ABM's tends to break the of
fense-defense action-and-reaction spiral in 
strategic arms competition. The low ABM 
limits increase the deterrent value of each 
of our retaliatory offensive missiles. In the 
long run, we should be able to obtain more 
deterrence at less cost. 

In view of the low ABM levels agreed on 
it should be possible in the future to agre~ 
on mutual reductions in offensive weapons 
without impairing strategic stability. 

The permitted ABM systems are spelled 
out in article III. Each party may have two 
ABM complexes, one in an ICBM [intercon
tinental ballistic missile] area and one to 
defend the national command authority. 
These complexes are limited in several 
ways-geographically, in numbers of ABM 
launchers and missiles < 100 at each com
plex>, and in specific constraints on ABM 
radars. 

The two ABM deployments would serve 
different purposes. ABM coverage of an 
ICBM area will afford some protection for 
the ICBM's. ABM coverage at the national 
capital will provide protection for the na
tional command authority against acciden
tal or unauthorized launch of a small 
number of missiles and is consistent with 
the basic purpose of the 1971 U.S.-U.S.S.R. 
agreement on measures to reduce the risk of 
outbreak of nuclear war. There would also 
be the additional benefit of increased warn
ing time which should afford opportunity 
for command decisions if there were a large
scale attack. 
. Other articles in the treaty supplement 
the basic provisions of article III. Of special 
interest are the limitations placed on ABM 
radars. As the long leadtime item in devel
opment of an ABM system, ABM radar was 
the subject of intense and complex negotia
tion. There are also limitations on the de
ployment of certain types of non-ABM 
radars in order to preclude their possible 
use as elements of an ABM system. 

Qualttattve ltmttattons on ABM systems 
As a further restraint on ABM capabili

ties, there are three significant qualitative 
limitations on ABM systems. Both sides 
have agreed not to develop, test, or deploy 
ABM launchers for launching more than 

one interceptor missile at a time, not to 
modify launchers to provide them with such 
capability, nor to develop, test, or deploy 
automatic or semi-automatic or other simi
.Iar systems for rapid reload of ABM launch
ers. 

The development and testing, as well as 
deployment, of sea-, air-, space-based, and 
landmobile devices is prohibited. Of perhaps 
even greater importance, the parties have 
agreed that no future types of ABM systems 
based on different physical principles from 
present technology can be deployed unless 
the treaty is amended. 

To further reinforce the ban on a nation
wide ABM defense, another major set of 
qualitative limitations is the provisions to 
deal with the SAM-upgrade [surface-to-air 
missile] problem. Both sides agree that con
version or testing of other systems, such as 
air-defense systems, or components thereof, 
to perform an ABM role is prohibited. This 
is part of the general undertaking not to 
provide an ABM capability to non-ABM sys
tems. 

I do not propose to speak about the confi
dence with which we can adequately moni
tor fulfillment of the obligations of these 
agreements, since I understand that this 
committee has discussed with previous wit
nesses the capabilities of our national tech
nical means of verification. We did not work 
out limitations and then check to see if na
tional technical meaµu; were adequate to 
verify them. We tailored the limitations to 
fit the capabilities of national technical 
means of verification. 

There is a landmark commitment not to 
interfere with national technical means of 
verification. This provision would, for exam
ple, prohibit interference with a satellite in 
orbit used for verification of the treaty. The 
treaty also contains a commitment not to 
use concealment measures so as to impede 
the effectiveness of national technical 
means of verification. The world should be a 
more open place as a result of these two un
dertakings. 

The Standing Consultative Commission 
established by the treaty will permit consid
eration on a regular basis of the operations 
of the treaty, including questions of compli
ance. This is a significant new development 
in Soviet-American arms control arrange
ments. The Commission will also have the 
function of considering proposals to in
crease the viability of the treaty. We expect 
that the establishment of the Commission 
will be a priority matter when SALT II 
begins. 

Although the treaty duration is unlimited, 
either party can withdraw whenever it de
cides that extraordinary events relating to 
the subject matter of the treaty have Jeop
ardized its supreme interests. A six-months' 
notice of such withdrawal, including a state
ment of the extraordinary events involved, 
is required. 

SALT AGRDllENTS: CONTRIBUTE TO STRATEGIC 
BALANCE 

The two agreements reached as a result of 
the ensuing year of negotiating on these dif
ficult questions will contribute to maintain
ing a stable strategic balance and thereby 
reduce the likelihood of nuclear war. 

In the ABM Treaty, both sides have com
mitted themselves not to build nationwide 
or heavy ABM defenses. The importance of 
this undertaking is fundamental. It places 
both sides in a position where neither will 
have a substantial defense against major 
missile attacks. In effect, we agree to main
tain mutual deterrence. 
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I am convinced that the possibility of nu

clear war has been dramatically reduced as 
a result of the ABM Treaty. 

BASIC PROVISIONS REVIEWED 

I think it would be useful now, Mr. Chair
man, for me to run through some of the 
basic provisions of the two agreements. I 
will not go into detail since the committee 
has before it the documents transmitted by 
the President, which include a detailed arti
cle-by-article analysis. 

As I said at the beginning, at the conclu
sion of my remarks, Ambassador Smith will 
be glad to join with me in answering ques
tions. 

Our aim in both agreements has been
where necessary-to put detailed obligations 
in the texts of the agreements themselves. 

If one of the sides had a preference for in
cluding clarifying material or elaboration in 
agreed interpretations, and this was suffi
cient, that approach was used. 

The agreed interpretations include ini
tialed statements and other common under
standings. They have been included in the 
President's transmittal package to the Con
gress. 

The transmittal package also included 
formal unilateral statements of U.S. views 
in certain cases where agreement could not 
be reached. There are, Mr. Chairman, and I 
want to make it clear, there are no secret 
agreements. 

What we have submitted to the Congress 
represents the agreements that were 
reached between the Soviet Union and the 
United States. 

THE ABM TREATY 

Let me start with the ABM Treaty. It is a 
definitive agreement of unlimited duration, 
the central feature of which is the commit
ment by both sides to no more than a low 
level of ABM defenses, at two small and 
widely separated locations. 

The treaty permits deployment of one 
ABM complex in an ICBM deployment area, 
and ,one for defense of the National Com
mand Authority. There can be no more 
than 100 ABM launchers and an equal 
number of associated interceptors at each 
complex, for a total of 200. 

Strict limitations are placed on ABM 
radars, a matter of particular importance 
since radars are the long leadtime item in 
deployment of an ABM system. 

Important limitations are also placed on 
deployment of certain non-ABM radars to 
contain their potential for application to an 
ABM role. 

Because of the technical complexity of 
the radar issues, intense and protracted ne
gotiation was required to resolve them. 

QUALITATIVE LIMITATIONS ON ABM'S 

The commitment to low ABM levels is fur
ther enhanced by several important qualita
tive limitations. We and the Soviet Union 
have agreed not to develop, test, or deploy: 

1. .ABM systems or components that are 
sea based, air based, space based, or mobile 
land based; 

2. Automatic or semiautomatic or other 
similar systems for rapid reloading of ABM 
launchers; 

3. An interceptor missile with more than 
one independently guided warhead; and 

4. An ABM launcher capable of launching 
more than one interceptor missile at a time 
from each launcher, or to modify launchers 
to give them such a capability. 

Such undertakings are important. It may 
be of even greater importance that both 
sides have agreed that future types of ABM 
systems based on different physical princi-

pies, for example, systems depending on 
such devices as lasers, that do not consist of 
ABM interceptor missiles, launchers, and 
radars, cannot be deployed even in permit
ted areas. So there is a limitation on what 
may be deployed in the ABM systems now 
in operation and it prohibits the deploy
ment of new esoteric systems in these areas. 

I might note, Mr. Chairman, that limiting 
ABM's to these low levels will increase the 
deterrent value of each of our offensive mis
siles for retaliatory purposes. In the long 
term it should be possible to achieve greater 
deterrence at a lower cost. 

One of our principal aims in SALT has 
been to reduce tensions, uncertainties, and 
high costs which go hand in hand with an 
upward spiralling strategic arms competi
tion. 

We could have maintained a strong strate
gic posture without the SALT agreements, 
but in that event, beyond continued expedi
tures for maintaining a sufficient defense 
posture in the circumstances of a very low 
level of Soviet ABM deployment, there 
would have been heavy pressures as a result 
of unconstrained arms competition to spend 
additional billions of dollars for widespread 
ABM systems and greater offensive forces. 

COST SAVINGS FROM SALT AGREEMENTS 

Cost savings from these first SALT agree
ments will be limited initially. It is not pos
sible to predict when particularly significant 
savings can be achieved, but this is certainly 
our aim.••• 
[Statement by ACDA Director Smith to 

House Armed Services Committee, July 
25, 1972.J 
• • • will be afforded by the ABM cover

age permitted for ICBM defense. Protection 
for the National Command Authority 
against an accidental or unauthorized 
launch of a limited number of missiles will 
be made possible by the ABM coverage at 
the National Capital; this will decrease the 
chances that such an attack might trigger a 
general nuclear exchange. The National 
Capital ABM complex would also afford a 
short time for decisionmaking in the event 
of a major attack. 

To assure that these two complexes do not 
form the beginning of a base for a nation
wide system, the two sides agreed that they 
must be separated by a distance of at least 
1,300 kilometers. This separation require
ment assures that the second Soviet ABM 
site will be east of the Ural Mountains. 

ABM radars are an essential element of an 
ABM system and are the long-lead-time 
item in development of an ABM system. 
The question of limitations of radars-a 
highly complex subject-occupied a great 
deal of time in the negotiations. Specific 
limitations on ABM radars are spelled out in 
the treaty. In addition, there are limitations 
on the deployment of certain types of non
ABM radars in order to preclude the possi
bility of their use as elements of an ABM 
system. 

In order to assure further that there 
would be adequate restraints on ABM capa
bilities, the treaty provides for significant 
qualitative limitations on ABM systems. 

The very low quantitative limitation of 
200 ABM launchers for each side cannot be 
circumvented through qualitative changes. 
The two sides have agreed not to develop, 
test, and deploy ABM launchers for launch
ing more than one interceptor missile at a 
time, not to modify launchers to provide 
them with such a capability, nor to develop, 
test or deploy automatic or semiautomatic 
or other similar systems for rapid reload of 
ABM launchers. 

An additional important qualitative limi
tation is the prohibition on the development 
and testing, as well as .deployment, of sea, 
air, space-based and land-mobile ABM sys
tems and components. 

Of even greater importance as a qualita
tive limitation is the prohibition on the de
ployment of future types of ABM systems 
that are based on physical principles differ
_ent from present technology. 

On this point, Mr. Chairman, there is an 
agreed interpretation with respect to ABM 
systems based on different physical princi
ples, and including components capable of 
substituting for those components used at 
present-that is, launchers, missiles and 
radar components. If such new systems are 
developed, and one or the other side wants 
to deploy them under the limitations of this 
treaty, there would have to first be a discus
sion of the question in the Standing Con
sultative Commission we are proposing to 
establish under this treaty, and then the 
treaty would have to be amended before 
such novel ABM systems could be deployed 

To avoid possible circumvention of the 
ban on a nationwide ABM defense through 
developments in non-ABM systems, for . .. 
[House Foreign Affairs Committee Report 

on the Agreement to Limit Strategic Of
fensive Weapons, Aug. 10, 1972.l 
• • • negotiators alternated sessions be

tween Helsinki, Finland, and Vienna, Aus
tria, working out the details of the accords. 

During the period of negotiations the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs was being 
kept fully abreast of developments. The 
committee chairman assigned the Subcom
mittee on National Security Policy and Sci
entific Developments as a forum for regular 
briefings on progress of SALT. Ambassador 
Gerard Smith, chief U.S. negotiator, or his 
representative briefed the subcommittee 
nine times during the 30-month negotiating 
period. In addition, SALT-related briefings 
were scheduled with officials of the Central 
Intelligence Agency and the Department of 
Defense. Several committee members actu
ally visited the sites of the talks for special 
briefings. Other committees of the House 
and Senate similarly have availed them
selves of the opportunity to be informed 
about, and consult on, the SALT negotia
tions. 

In fact, the willingness of the Executive to 
be candid about the U.S. negotiating posi
tion and developments at SALT, together 
with the unblemished record of the Con
gress in keeping confidential the sensitive 
information imparted to it, have established 
a model of executive-legislative cooperation 
which might well be emulated in other 
areas related to national strategic policy. 

THE SALT ACCORDS 

The SALT accords consist of Cl> a treaty 
limiting antiballistic missile systems 4 and 
<2> a five-year interim agreement which 
freezes the overall levels of strategic offen
sive missile forces pending further negotia
tions which are to begin in October. There 
is also a protocol to the interim agreement, 
and a number of statements of "interpreta
tion," some agreed and some unilateral. The 
texts may be found in House Document 92-
311. 

As is customary, the treaty was sent to the 
Senate for its "advice and consent," while 
the interim agreement on offensive strategic 
arms has been submitted to both Houses for 
approval. Although the House of Represent
atives is being called upon to pass on only 
the interim agreement, the two accords are 
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so closely linked that an understanding of are the most substantial steps yet taken 
both is essential. A summary of the main toward curbing the arms race, and bringing 
provisions of each follows: about a condition of strategic stability. 

THE ABM TREATY ABM Treaty 
Each country agrees not to build an ABM The ABM Treaty is a definitive long-term 

system which could defend its entire terri- agreement which contributes in a funda
tory or a major area thereof. In effect, as mental way to our security. The possibility 
Secretary of State Rogers told the commit- of nuclear war has been dramatically re
tee, both sides are placed in a position duced by this Treaty. It sets forth at the 
where neither would have a substantial de- outset the joint commitment not to build a 
fense against major missile attacks. Thus, nationwide ABM defense nor provide a base 
the current mutual deterrent balance would for such defense. In this undertaking both 
be maintained. countries have, in effect, agreed not to chal-

Each side will limit ABM systems to two lenge the credibility of each other's deter
sites-one in defense of its national capital, rent missile forces by deploying a wide
the other in defense of an intercontinental spread defense against them. This is the 
ballistic missile <ICBM> field. Sites must be central consequence of this Treaty, and its 
at least 1,300 kilometers (800 miles> apart. importance to avoidance of nuclear war 
That means the Soviet ICBM field to be cannot be overestimated. Both major nucle
protected must be east of the Ural Moun- ar powers have agreed that they will not at
tains, away from major western U.S.S.R. tempt to build a shield against penetration 
population and industrial centers. by the other's missile forces which serve to 

No more than 100 ABM launchers and 100 deter nuclear attack. 
interceptor missiles may be deployed at The ABM Treaty limits the United States 
each site. and the Soviet Union to two ABM sites 

Limitations are set on numbers, types, and each-one for the protection of the national 
placement of ABM radars to foreclose estab- capital, and the other for the defense of an 
lishment of a radar capability for nation- ICBM complex. At each site, there can be 
wide or regional defense of either country. no more than 100 ABM launchers and 100 

The two nations additionally agree to ban associated interceptor missiles. In addition 
development, testing or deployment of sea- to numerical limitations on ABM launchers 
based, air-based, space-based or land-mobile and missiles at each complex, the areas per
ABM system. Nor will they deploy ABM sys- mitted for ABM deployment are limited geo
tems or components based on new technolo- graphically and in size. 
gy without prior discussion and amendment To assure that these two complexes do not 
of the treaty. The parties also agree not to form a basis for a nationwide ABM system, 
convert air-defense systems to an ABM role, the two sides agreed that they must be sepa
or to build early warning radars except rated by a distance of at least 1300 k.ilome
along the edges of each country facing out- ters (800 miles>. In addition, each ABM 
ward. Both pledge not to transfer ABM sys- system deployment area is restricted to a 
terns to other states or deploy them over- radius of 150 kilometers (94 miles>. 
seas. ABM radars are an essential element of an 

Each party will use its own "national tech- ABM system and are its long-lead-time com
nical means of verification," such as obser- ponent. Defining appropriate limits on 
vation satellites, to monitor compliance with ABM. 
the accords. Each pledges not to interfere 
with those means or resort to deliberate The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
concealment. There is no onsite inspection. Senator from California. 

A Standing Consultative Commission will Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I yield 
be established to promote implementation to the Senator from Indiana. 
of the agteements and to handle questions Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, I rise 
concerning them, including compliance to congratulate my friend and distin
issues. guished colleague from California for 

The treaty is of unlimited duration but once again bringing to the Senate's at
either side may withdraw upon 6 months' tention the importance of the meeting 
notice to the other party that its "supreme that will be taking place in Geneva be
interests" have been jeopardized. 

The treaty would require the United tween President Reagan and Mr. Gor
States to cut back it ABM program from the bachev. I believe he very accurately 
four sites which have been approved by . pointed out five principles that we 
Congress to a maximum of two. Plans are to ought to be concerned about as we ap
finish the ABM site at Grand Forks, N. proach this very sensitive and impor
Dak., which is closest to completion. Work tant summit. 
has been halted at the other three sites and Mr. President, this is a continuation 
Congress has been asked to approve an ~ 
ABM site for Washington, D.C. The soviets of a discussion ,t , )2egan last week. I 

i d :c h ABM it 1 think what pred. t a~d the discussion are perm tte tQ-,~ omplete t e s e a - was the adminr-t·'r-atlon's decision to ready under construction around Moscow u:1 

and to start a second site at an ICBM field. adhere to a :Ql.r\'OJl,~Ofrect interpre
C12th Annual Report of the U.S. Arms Con- tation of the ,.ABMiJ.Veaty. Many felt 

trol and Disarmament Agency, Jan. 31, that this was.:etlNJh'beginning of the 
19731 chipping away :.. ot est>I, which the 

STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATIONS TALKS President has Strongly supported, 
After two and a half years of intensive ne- which this Senator and others have 

gotiations, backed by searching analyses strongly supported. Senator WILSON 
and studies, two landmark agreements-the has laid out an approach that I hope 
most important to be reached in the history the administration will follow as they 
of arms control negotiations-were achieved look toward Geneva. I might point out 
in May 1972. They are the Treaty on the 
Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems that the President's speech to the 
and the Interim Agreement on Certain United Nations, which I thought was 
Measures With Respect to the Limitation of perhaps one of the best he has ever 
Strategic Offensive Arms. These agreements made, laid out in very precise terms 

how he was going to approach Geneva. 
He pointed out the regional stability 
problems, he pointed out the compli
ance problems, and he pointed out 
some of the problems that we have in 
the area of arms control. Just yester
day the President once again reaf
firmed those principles. He has devel
oped some specifics on how we can get 
better stability. He is talking about 
deep reductions but he is also talking 
about compliance and moving ahead 
with developing defense technologies. 

Mr. President, I would like to con
centrate a moment on the importance 
of the strategic defense initiative. As I 
travel around my State and talk to 
people about arms control and where 
we ought to be going as a nation, 
many people are absolutely shocked to 
discover that the United States really 
does not have any defense capability 
against the Soviets; large offensive 
forces. They really believe that we al
ready have defenses against the Sovi
ets' missiles and planes. I would imag
ine, if you think for a moment, with
out knowing the precise details, 
common sense would suggest that we 
ought to have such defenses. Unfortu
nately, we have instead relied upon 
the threat of offensive weapons to pro
vide for deterrence. We have been very 
fortunate that that has worked for a 
number of yea.rs. But we all lament 
the fact that we have had a hair-trig
ger type of situation, with the instabil
ity of perhaps going to a first strike or 
what we keep hearing on this floor, a 
use-it-or-lose-it type of strategy. What 
we ate looking for in the strategic de
fense initiative are defenses that could 
begin to provide additional deterrence 
instead of relying entirely on offense 
forces for this task. 

Now, let us face it. We a.re never 
going to be able to compete with the 
Soviet Union in offensive capability, 
whether it is conventional or strategic. 
They a.re going to build more tanks, 
more mortars, more planes. They are 
going to have more missiles. They a.re 
going to have more of everything. In 
offensive capability, we have certain 
constraints, whether it is political or 
resource allocation, and we are not 
going to be able to match them on an 
offensive basis, no matter how far we 
try to build up. Where we do have a 
distinct advantage is defensive capabil
ity because effective defensive capa
bilities depend on high technology. 

What we can do in that capacity is 
superior to the Soviets because of our 
inherent productivity, our advantages 
in technological capability, our innova
tion, our free enterprise system, our 
entrepreneurship. You talk about new 
small businesses starting up, they are 
going into this business. Kids-I have 
three small children-are learning 
about computers in the school system, 
growing up in this area. Our desire 
and willingness to innovate and to 
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devise new technologies gives us a tre
mendous advantage over the Soviets. 
So when we try to provide for the sur
vival of this country, why not do what 
we are best suited to do? We are suited 
to come forth with new technology, we 
are best suited to look to the future. 
We have had deterrence based on of
fensive forces. This deterrence has 
worked but that does not mean that it 
is necessarily going to work for the 
next 20 years and, by golly, we better 
start thinking about moving forward. 
There is no doubt about it, SDI does 
move forward and does provide a de
fensive capability. It is an important 
step and I hope-and I anticipate
that the President would not see this 
as a bargaining chip. This is not a bar
gaining chip. This is something that is 
in the best interest of this country. 

This is not something where you sit 
down and say, "Well, we are going to 
give it up." It is something that gives 
us great hope for stability and deter
rence in the future. 

Mr. President, as we look at the stra
tegic defense initiative, I think we 
would like to get beyond the research 
and testing and development and even
tually we want to deploy it. We are not 
just researching never to deploy. We 
want to deploy. A lot of people say, 
"Well, when will you deploy?" After 
the 1990's, it is said, in broad terms, 
but I would think particularly as we go 
to Geneva and we talk with our allies, 
we ought to consider that the best and 
earliest deployment of any kind of 
missile defenses might not necessarily 
take place in this country first. As a 
matter of fact, I think perhaps the 
first deployment would take place in 
Europe because the Europeans are 
really threatened right now against in
termediate ballistic missiles of the 
Soviet Union, the SS-21's, the SS-22's, 
the SS-23's, the ones that have con
ventional and chemical capability, not 
to mention the strategic capabilities of 
the Soviets' SS-20's. I am looking at 
the conventional and chemical capa
bilities. We have no defensive capabil
ity in Europe against these missiles 
now. The Soviet Union has a defensive 
capability against ballistic missiles, I 
might add. They already have an ABM 
system deployed and have deployed 
antitactical ballistic missiles as well. 
Of course, sometimes we think, well, 
perhaps we should not do what the So
viets have already, in fact, done. But I 
think as we look at what missile de
fenses to deploy, deploying antitactical 
ballistic missiles in Europe probably 
would be the first logical step and it is 
something that does not have to be ne
gotiated; we just need to go forward, 
certainly within the confines of any
body's interpretation of the ABM 
Treaty. 

I think that there is, in fact, great 
promise as we move forward in this 
arena. 

51-059 0-87-4 (Pt. 22) 

Mr. President, beyond the need to 
move ahead with SDI, the President 
has also rightly emphasized the desir
ability of first, negotiating deep offen
sive missile cuts, second, demanding 
Soviet compliance to existing arms 
control agreements, and third, secur
ing regional stability. 

The last of these points is critical. As 
the President noted, "staking our 
future on a precarious balance of 
terror is not good enough. The world 
needs a balance of safety • • • a peace 
based on averting our eyes from trou
ble cannot be true peace." 

The balance of safety must be estab
lished by resolving the regional con
flicts and the revolutionary conflicts 
within nations that currently threaten 
larger conflict. These wars-in Afgan
istan, Cambodia, Ethiopia, Angola, 
and Nicaragua-are currently fueled 
by Marxist ideology and Soviet and 
Cuban military aid. 

By calling for a process of negotia
tion among the waring parties in these 
countries, the President is simply f o
cusing attention where it belongs 
most-on resolving conflicts where 
they currently reside. 

This is not to say that the President 
is unconcerned about efforts to con
trol nuclear weapons. He is. Indeed, it 
is precisely because he is anxious to 
avert their possible use that he has fo
cused our attention on the need to 
eliminate the regional catalysts of war. 

Beyond this, though, he has de
manded that our arms control negotia
tions focus on eliminating the Soviets' 
clear superiority in heavy, accurate, 
first-strike ballistic missiles such as 
the SS-17's, SS-18's, and SS-19's. It is 
these forces, after all, that have 
caused the great concern about Soviet 
intentions and above their efforts to 
develop a national ballistic missile de
fense system. 

In fact, the Soviets now have the ca
pacity with their offensive ballistic 
missile forces to threaten all of our 
missile silos, submarine bases, national 
command and control centers, and 
most of our bomber bases in a first 
strike. Unless we adopt a destabilizing 
launch-on-warning strategy, a Soviet 
attack might only leave bombers and 
submarines at sea to retaliate and 
these weapons might largely be defeat
ed by Soviet air defense and a crude 
national ABM system. This is clear 
reason why we need defensive capabil
ity. 

The United States, of course, does 
not have any missile defense and virtu
ally no continental air defenses. More 
important, the United States does not 
have a first-strike missile force nor 
does it plan to have one. Indeed, even 
if all of the President's proposed stra
tegic force modernization program was 
completed today, the United States 
would still only have enough weapons 
to survive a Soviet first strike and to 
limit the Soviets' ability to make fur-

ther strikes. If we were serious about 
securing a first-strike force, we would 
need enough ballistic missile warheads 
to target all of the Soviets' strategic 
forces-missiles, bombers, bases, com
mand centers. That is, we would need 
to have several times the number of 
warheads that even our most ambi
tious plans might provide. 

The President has tried to correct 
this Soviet offensive force asymmetry. 
In fact, this was the purpose of his 
START proposal to reduce Soviet bal
listic missile warheads from at least 
9,000 to 5,000 and to focus most of 
these reductions on the Soviets' heavi
est, most accurate missiles by calling 
for a cut in Soviet land-based missile 
warheads from over 6,400 to 2,500. The 
President's most recent proposal 
would go further. It would call for a 
ballistic missile warhead ceiling of 
4,500. 

This, then, brings us to the last of 
the President's additional points that 
there can be no arms control without 
compliance. Soviet behavior has not 
been good on this score. In fact, they 
have managed to violate no fewer than 
seven major arms control agreements. 
In the case of biological and chemical 
weapons, these violations have result
ed in hundreds and thousands of 
deaths both within the Soviet Union 
and in Cambodia and Afghanistan. 
Beyond this, the Soviets have violated 
the SALT II limits by deploying the 
SS-25 and by encrypting essential veri
fication telemetry information. 

The most serious Soviet arms con
trol violations, however, are those con
cerning the 1972 ABM Treaty. Here 
they probably violated the treaty's 
ban on mobile or transportable radars, 
clearly have on testing air defense 
radars in conjunction with ballistic 
missile flights, and almost certainly 
have on deploying or testing automat
ic rapid reload ABM launchers. Final
ly, and most important, they clearly 
have violated the treaty's prohibition 
against deploying early warning radars 
except along the periphery of their 
national territory and oriented out
ward. In a word, the Krasnoyarsk 
phased array radar is a battle manage
ment radar, not a warning radar, and 
is clear indication that the Soviets are 
working toward a national ABM 
system. 

Certainly, we must demand Soviet 
compliance to existing arms control 
agreements before moving on to make 
more treaties. But in addition, we 
must be prepared for the possibility of 
further violations. Certainly, in case of 
ambiguous violations, we ought not to 
bind ourselves to stricter interpreta
tions of what the treaty allows than 
what the Soviets themselves are acting 
upon. 

In the case of the ABM Treaty it 
means something more-being pre
pared to deploy a national ABM 
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system if the Soviets should continue 
to break the treaty and move further 
toward a national ABM system them
selves. Admittedly, this is serious busi
ness but then so too are Soviet actions. 
Again, if we allow the Soviet to deploy 
a national ABM system and do not 
limit their heavy, accurate first-strike 
missiles, our security and that of the 
world will be at stake. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
in the near future President Reagan 
will go to Geneva to meet with the 
leader of the Soviet Union, Mikhail 
Gorbachev, in the hopes of doing 
whatever might be possible to ensure a 
lasting peace and to secure the free
doms we all hold so dear. 

The fact that we are willing to dis
cuss all issues separating the United 
States and the Soviet Union, despite 
the deep-indeed, irreconcilable-dif
f erences between us, is a measure of 
the genuine commitment to peace of 
our Nation and of this administration. 
Even despite the repeated atrocities 
and acts of aggression committed by 
the Soviets in pursuit of the goals dic
tated by their Communist ideology, we 
again show ourselves willing to go that 
last mile to further the cause of peace. 

Soviet. goals for the Reagan-Gorba
chev meeting, it appears, are not so 
idealistic. On the contrary, it seems 
the main reason they are willing to 
talk to us, to reverse their decision not 
to negotiate on arms, is the President's 
strategic defense initiative. This pro
gram holds the promise of abandoning 
once and for all the absurd notion of 
"mutual assured destruction" and, in
stead, ensuring our survival and that 
of our friends. Indeed, we have even 
offered to discuss sharing of research 
with the Soviets as a step toward re
placing offense with defense, destruc
tion with survival, swords with shields. 

There is only one way this threatens 
the Soviet Union: a successful Ameri
can program of strategic defenses re
duces to nought a continuing Soviet 
effort to achieve a first-strike capabil
ity over us. They are not threatened, 
but their aggressive designs are. Con
sequently, the Soviet leaders and their 
international propaganda apparatus 
have pulled out all the stops to de
nounce the so-called star wars and the 
U.S.-instigated "militarization of 
space" -as if the Soviets were not 
themselves well along on their own re
search program, one designed to com
plement their offensive arsenal. 

The heart of this propaganda effort 
is to bill President Reagan's meeting 
with Mr. Gorbachev as a "star wars 
summit" -as if that is all there is to 
talk about. Not only does such a view 
fall into the trap of accepting the 
Soviet agenda, but it erroneously 
treats arms and military hardware as 
the cause of United States-Soviet con
flict. 

This view is of course a complete in
version of the truth. We do not have 

trouble getting along with the 
U.S.S.R. because we are both armed: 
On the contrary, we are both armed 
because we have radically different 
views of what human life is all about. 
We are for freedom. They are a totali
tarian Communist regime that denies 
their people the most elementary of 
human rights and is driven to impose 
the same system of slavery, atheism, 
poverty, and unhappiness on all other 
countries. And because we resist them, 
there is conflict, there is tension. 

That is why the set of principles set 
out by my friend, the Senator from 
California, is so important. Echoing an 
earlier set of 14 points championed by 
a President of the same name, these 
five "Wilson principles" in my view 
sum up the interests of the United 
States and reflect American values as 
we go into these discussions. I hope 
they will guide us in all future con
tacts with the Soviets and will be the 
criteria by which we in the Senate will 
judge any future treaties with them. I 
am heartened to see that the Presi
dent, in his speech before the United 
Nations, made some of the same 
points. 

To begin with, we must consciously 
insist for our part that all negotiations 
or agreements must predominantly 
focus on the United States agenda, not 
the Soviet agenda. Any agreement or 
negotiation which focuses on the 
Soviet agenda is not in our country's 
best interests. This is a simple point 
but an essential one: if we do not know 
what we want in any negotiations, we 
will not achieve anything of value. If 
we do not look out for our own inter
ests, the Soviets will hardly do so on 
our behalf. We must put a halt to our 
usual tendency to enter talks negotiat
ing with ourselves, as if we were 
obliged to take a neutral view of what 
we want and what they want. 

Second, any negotiation or agree
ments must link arms reductions with 
human rights, terrorism, regional ag
gression, subversion, and espionage. 
Again, President Reagan was right on 
the mark when he took the Soviets to 
task at the United Nations for their 
various acts of aggression around the 
world. We cannot trust in Soviet will
ingness to relax their aggressive prep
arations against us if they and Com
munists around the world continue 
their aggression against other free 
countries. We cannot trust the Soviets 
on nuclear arms if they continue to 
arm, train, and support the terrorist 
international. We cannot trust them 
when they talk peace with us when 
they continue their violence against 
the unfortunate human beings subject 
to their rule. We cannot trust their 
public declarations of peace when they 
continue their covert war of subver
sion and espionage against us. 

Third, all negotiations or agree
ments must discuss and impose strict 
requirements on verifications of Soviet 

performance. This is common sense 
which has been too uncommon in our 
sorry history of arms control negotia
tions with the Soviets. Experience 
shows when they think they can get 
away with cheating, they cheat. A 
treaty the Soviets think they can vio
late with impunity but which we must 
live up to is the worst of all possible 
outcomes to any talks. 

Fourth, and closely related, new ne
gotiations and agreements must con
sider and redress Soviet noncompli
ance with existing treaties. We cannot 
hope to build a firm edifice for peace 
on a faulty foundation. If the Soviets 
are sincere about genuine reductions, 
they will come clean about their past 
breaches of faith with us. 

Fifth and finally, negotiations and 
agreements must not hinder or pre
vent our ability to pursue research, de
velopment, testing or future deploy
ment of systems that could def end the 
American people and our allies from 
nuclear weapons. The first responsibil
ity of any government is to secure the 
lives of its citizens. For too long our 
Government has been derelict in this, 
its greatest task, pref erring instead to 
leave us unprotected from Soviet 
weapons in the fatuous hope that the 
mutuality of any future nuclear holo
_caust would deter an attack. Even if in 
theory this mutuality of destruction 
were a guarantee of peace, the Soviets 
have long demonstrated by word and 
by deed that they don't buy the idea. 
As the President quoted a former 
Soviet leader, Alexei Kosygin, the So
viets believe in their right to defend 
their citizens-killing of Soviet citizens 
is apparently a state monopoly, as 
with other forms of enterprise in so
cialist countries. They have long been 
working on missile defense. Whether 
we proceed with defense or not, we 
have every reason to believe that. the 
Soviets will continue in this endeavor. 
We, as Senators elected by the Ameri
can people to safeguard their lives, 
have a sacred obligation to do no less 
on their behalf. 

These are the "Wilson principles." 
They contain no technical mumbo
jumbo, there is nothing duplicitous 
about them. They are an appeal to the 
administration and to this House to 
stick by our most basic responsibilities 
to the American people and to world 
freedom. I urge all Americans to un
derstand them and support them. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I thank 
my friends from Idaho and Indiana 
and Colorado for their contribution 
this morning and for their very gener
ous comment about the principles 
which I set forth in addressing this 
body on October 22. That was 2 days 
before the President addressed the 
United Nations. As Senator ARM
STRONG has noted in his remarks, it is 
heartening to see that the President 
subscribed to one of the principles 
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that I addressed by making the sub
ject of his comment at the United Na
tions one that very clearly and in very 
straightforward fashion addressed the 
linkage that exists between a regional 
conflict that has been sponsored by 
the Soviet Union and the entire host 
of problems and tensions that beset 
our relationship. I am confident that 
this same attitude will guide the set
ting of the agenda for the meeting be
tween President Reagan and Premier 
Gorbachev in the upcoming talk.S in 
Geneva. 

I think, Mr. President, that the Sen
ator from Indiana, in his remarks 
today, has given wise counsel not only 
to this President but to all who suc
ceed him not only with respect to that 
technology about which we have 
knowledge at the present time but I 
think what he is making clear is the 
terrible mistake we make if, not know
ing what promise the future holds in 
terms of our ability to def end against 
nuclear attack, we were, simply to 
obtain agreement, to eschew the possi
bility of gaining that new technology 
and all that it promises in the way of 
peace and peace with freedom. 

We cannot give that point too much 
emphasis; we cannot give that too 
much time. 

Mr. President, I would add but one 
thing to the remarks that have been 
made this morning: In thanking my 
friends and colleagues, I think I can 
speak for them in saying that we 
would agree on another principle, and 
that is the principle of the necessity 
for American patience in our dealings 
with the Soviets. Lest I be misunder
stood, the patience to which I refer is 
not patience with their outrageous 
conduct. Very much to the contrary, it 
is the patience we will need-the 
moral stamina, the staying power-to 
make clear to them that they cannot 
outlast the United States either in an 
economic contest or in a military con
test or in a contest of wills where we 
insist upon peace and where they seek 
their goal of world hegemony. 

I think that point needs underscor
ing, simply because in our honest and 
earnest eagerness for peace, Ameri
cans are often misunderstood by those 
who negotiate for the Soviet Union. 
They think that our eagerness is such 
that we will make an agreement for 
the sake of the agreement. 

Mr. President, we must make agree
ments that we can verify-that is, 
agreements under which Soviet per
formance is absolutely verifiable. We 
must make agreements that are in the 
interests of the United States and the 
interests of world peace. We must 
drive very hard bargains. We are not 
exempt from either contact or actual 
negotiations with the Soviet Union. A 
fact of life is that we share a planet 
with another superpower, one that not 
only does not share our view of what 
the world should be but also one that 

has advanced and demonstrated, by 
aggression and sponsorship of regional 
conflicts, dangerously different atti
tudes. 

However, because we insist that 
peace be accomplished by freedom, we 
must also have the kind of stamina 
and staying power that an American 
patriot many years ago described as 
precluding summer soldiers or sun
shine patriots. 

I think that were he alive today, he 
would counsel us: "Go to the tables; 
drive a hard bargain. If they will not 
bargain on the very fair terms you set 
forward, then make clear to them they 
are engaging in another contest, a con
test of wills that they cannot win." 

That is the sort of patience Ameri
can negotiators, supported by the 
American people, must display. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
from Idaho. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from California 
for yielding. Once again, I commend 
him for setting forth some fine and 
sound principles for negotiation of 
agreements for the impending summit 
conference, for the ongoing confer
ences on disarmament to which we are 
a party. I think that the statements he 
has made and the principles he has 
outlined are absolutely essential to the 
future security of this country. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business. 

SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION OF 
THE IAEA AND NPT TREATY 
CONFERENCES 
Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, sever

al important events occurred last 
month that received little attention 
other than brief reports in a few trade 
publications. However, these events 
have major significance for the future 
of nonproliferation. 

First, in mid-September, the third 
Nonproliferation Treaty CNPTl 
Review Conference ended with the 
international community solidly en
dorsing the International Atomic 
Energy Agency CIAEAl and its activi
ties, particularly the IAEA safeguards, 
and their importance and value in 
helping to strengthen the collective se
curity of the parties to the NPT. Con
trary to predictions that this Review 
Conference would be deadlocked and 
unproductive, the final declaration 
adopted by a consensus of 86 states 
was highly supportive of both the 
treaty and of the indispensible contri
butions IAEA makes to the treaty's 
implementation. This very positive 
outcome of the NPT Review Confer
ence should help the treaty retain the 
allegiance of its current parties and at-

tract significant new parties to the 
treaty. It also greatly improves pros
pects for the extension of the NPT 
beyond 1995. 

Immediately following the NPT 
Review Conference, the General Con
ference fo the IAEA met in Vienna, 
Austria, and adopted a resolution that 
should serve to put behind us once and 
for all, the divisive Israeli issue. Reso
lution 765, submitted jointly by Den
mark, Finalnd, Iceland, Norway, and 
Sweden, was based on a letter Israel 
submitted to IAEA Director-General 
Hans Blix, and an Israeli statement to 
the General Conference. It held that 
the letter and the statement "recon
firmed" that Israel, under its stated 
policy, will not attack or threaten any 
nuclear facilities devoted to peaceful 
purposes either in the Middle East, in
cluding Iraq or anywhere else. It also 
recognized IAEA safeguards as evi
dence of the peaceful nature of a nu
clear facility, and reaffirms that any 
attack on a peaceful nuclear facility 
subject to IAEA safeguards would con
stitute a serious threat to the safe
guards system of the IAEA. 

Earlier, the Conference had defeated 
a resolution introduced by Iraq and 
others which held a contrary view and 
would have implemented penalties ef
fectively impairing Israel's member
ship rights and privileges in the IAEA. 

Thus a satisfactory resolution has 
been achieved at the IAEA on the Is
raeli issue which has distracted the 
United States in its relations with that 
Agency for the past 4 years. 

In addition, one of the agency's 
newest members, China, reinforced its 
commitment to the agency and its 
safeguard functions. During the Gen
eral Conference, China formally an
nounced its intent to off er some of its 
civilian nuclear installations to the 
IAEA for safeguards inspection. With 
this announcement, China joined the 
other four nuclear weapons states in 
submitting civilian nuclear facilities to 
international control. 

Thus, the international community 
has solidly and strongly demonstrated 
broad support of the IAEA. The time 
is ripe for the United States to 
strengthen the IAEA in all facets of 
its nonproliferation role by making 
constructive proposals and taking sup
portive actions. There is much that 
must be done in improving its person
nel, the credibility of the safeguards 
system, the effectiveness of the tech
nical assistance activities, and the de
velopment and implementation of pro
grams relating to waste management, 
plutonium storage, and similar mat
ters. 

It is in the national self-interest of 
the United States to do everything 
possible to stop the further prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons to nonnuclear 
nations. It follows that the United 
States should take full advantage of 



30214 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENA TE November 1, 1985 
the opportunity now afforded by the 
developments of the past month to 
make a major effort to provide leader
ship to the international community 
in building up the status and capabili-
ties of the IAEA. · 

As James R. Schlessinger recently 
stated: 

The IAEA, perhaps uniquely, possesses 
the right of onsite inspection in sovereign 
states. If the IAEA did not already exist, it 
could not be created today. It is a product of 
political evolution that cannot be separated 
from its historic roots • • •. For the United 
States, the International Atomic Energy 
Agency will continue to be an indispensable 
element in any national strategy for resist
ing the further spread of nuclear weapons. 

Mr. President, I submit for the 
RECORD the resolution adopted by the 
IAEA General Conference, a letter to 
the Director General from the Resi
dent Representative of Israel, and pro
visions of the final declaration from 
the NPT Review Conference that 
relate to the IAEA. I ask unanimous 
consent that this material and my re
marks be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SAFEGUARDS (ARTICLE III OF THE TREATY) 
"The Conference: 
"expresses the conviction that IAEA safe

guards provide assurance that states are 
complying with their undertakings and 
assist states in demonstrating this compli
ance. They thereby promote further confi
dence among states and, being a fundamen
tal element of the Treaty, help to strength
en their collective security. IAEA safeguards 
play a key role in preventing the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons and other nuclear 
explosive devices. Unsafeguarded nuclear 
activities in non-nuclear-weapon states pose 
serious proliferation dangers. (p. 2, para 2) 

"declares that • • • the acceptance of 
IAEA safeguards on all peaceful nuclear ac
tivities within non-nuclear-weapon states 
party to the treaty pursuant to Article III is 
a major contribution by those states to re
gional and international security. (p. 3, para 
3) 

"specifically urges all non-nuclear-weapon 
states not party to the Treaty to • • • accept 
IAEA safeguards on all their peaceful nucle
ar activities, both current and future • • • 
The Conference further urges all states in 
their international nuclear cooperation and 
in their nuclear export policies and, specifi
cally, as a necessary basis for the transfer of 
relevant nuclear supplies to non-nuclear
weapon states, to take effective steps toward 
achieving such a commitment to non-prolif
eration and acceptance of such safeguards 
by those states. (p. 3, para 4) 

"notes with satisfaction the adherence of 
further parties to the Treaty and the con
clusion of further safeguards agreements in 
compliance with the undertaking of the 
Treaty • • • (p. 4, para 7) 

"commends IAEA on its implementation 
of safeguards pursuant to this Treaty and 
urges it to continue to ensure the maximum 
technical and cost effectiveness and efficien
cy of its operations, while maintaining con
sistency with the economic and safe conduct 
of nuclear activities. (p. 4, para 19) 

"notes with satisfaction the improvement 
of IAEA safeguards which has enabled it to 
continue to apply safeguards effectively 

during a period of rapid growth in the 
number of safeguarded facilities. It also 
notes that IAEA safeguards approaches are 
capable of adequately dealing with facilities 
under safeguards. In this regard, the recent 
conclusion of the project to design a safe
guards regime for centrifuge enrichment 
plants and its implementation is welcomed. 
(p. 4, para 11) 

"emphasizes the importance of continued 
improvements in the effectiveness and effi
ciency of !SEA safeguards. (p. 5, para 12) 

"recommends that IAEA establish an 
internationally agreed effective system of 
International Plutonium Storage in accord
ance with Article XII(A) 5 of its Statute. <p. 
5, para 13) 

"welcomes the significant contributions 
made by states parties in facilitating the ap
plication of IAEA safeguards and in sup
porting research, development and other 
supports to further the application of effec
tive and efficient safeguards. The Confer
ence urges that such cooperation and sup
port be continued and that other states pro
vide similar support. (p. 5, para 15) 

"calls upon all states to take IAEA safe
guards into account while planning, design
ing and constructing new nuclear fuel cycle 
facilities and while modifying existing nu
clear fuel cycle facilities. (p. 5, para 16) 

"calls upon states to exercise their right 
regarding proposal of designation of IAEA 
inspectors in such a way as to facilitate the 
most effective use of safeguards manpower. 
(p. 6, para 1) 

"calls upon states parties to continue their 
political, technical and financial support of 
the IAEA safeguards system. 

"underlines the need for IAEA to be pro
vided with the necessary financial and 
human resources to ensure that the Agency 
is able to continue to meet effectively its 
safeguards responsibilities." (p. 6, paras 20 
and 21) 

PEACEFUL NUCLEAR COOPERATION <ARTICLE IV 
OF THE NPT) 

"The Conference: 
"commends the recent progress which the 

IAEA's Committee on Assurances of Supply 
has made. (p. 7, para 6) 

"acknowledges the importance of the 
work of the IAEA as the principal agent for 
technology transfer amongst the interna
tional organizations referred to in Article 
IV<2) and welcomes the successful operation 
of the Agency's technical assistance and co
operation programs. The Conference 
records with appreciation that projects sup
ported from these programmes covered a 
wide spectrum of applications, related both 
to power and non-power uses of nuclear 
energy notably in agriculture, medicine, in
dustry and hydrology. The Conference 
notes that the Agency's assistance to the de
veloping states party to the treaty has been 
chiefly in the non-power uses of nuclear 
energy. (pp. 8-9, para 14) 

"welcomes the establishment by the 
IAEA, following a recommendation of the 
First Review Conference • • • of a mecha
nism to permit the channelling of extra
budgetary funds to projects additional to 
those financed from the IAEA Technical As
sistance and Cooperation Fund. The Confer
ence notes that this channel has been used 
to make additional resources available for a 
wide variety of projects in developing states 
party to the treaty. (p. 9, para 15) 

"underlines the need for the provision to 
the IAEA of the necessary financial and 
human resources to ensure that the Agency 
is able to continue to meet effectively its re-

sponsibilities [under Article IV of the 
Treaty]." (p. 10, para 17) 
LETTER TO THE DIRECTOR GENERAL FROM THE 

RESIDENT REPRESENTATIVE OF ISRAEL 
[The attached letter dated 23 September 

1985 is being circulated to all Delegates at 
the request of the Resident Representative 
of Israel.] 
Dr. HANS BLix, 
Director General, 
International Atomic Energy Agency. 

S1R: I have the honour to refer to your 
statement of 23 September 1985, reporting 
on the efforts you made in response to the 
mandate given to you by Resolution 425 of 
the General Conference 1984, and in order 
to clarify the position of the Government of 
Israel regarding this item I would like to 
make the following statement: 

The Government of Israel appreciates 
very much the major efforts you have per
sonally made in carrying out your mandate 
and in striving to achieve a solution. Unfor
tunately, as your report has made clear, this 
has not as yet been achieved. 

From the very beginning of your efforts, 
the Government of Israel has offered you 
its fullest co-operation and in the course of 
the discussions a number of basic principles 
were formulated with which the Govern
ment of Israel could fully subscribe. 

a. One of the main tasks of the IAEA is to 
promote the contribution of atomic energy, 
health and prosperity throughout the 
world. 

b. States developing and utilizing nuclear 
energy are entitled to be confident that nu
clear installations devoted to peaceful pur
poses will not be subjected to armed attack. 

c. All States must refrain from attacking 
or threatening to attack nuclear facilities 
devoted to peaceful purposes, it being un
derstood that the safeguards system operat
ed by the IAEA brings evidence of the 
peaceful operation of a facility. 

d. Fora which are competent for this pur
pose should work out binding agreements 
protecting nuclear installations devoted to 
peaceful purposes from attack and threat of 
attack. 

Already last year the policy of the Gov
ernment of Israel specified that nuclear fa
cilities dedicated to peaceful purposes be in
violable from military attacks, and that 
Israel has great respect for the manner in 
which the IAEA fulfills its mission in the 
field of safeguards. 

Israel holds that all States must refrain 
from attacking or threatening to attack nu
clear facilities devoted to peaceful purposes, 
and that the safeguards system operated by 
IAEA brings evidence of the peaceful oper
ation of a facility. 

It is within this context that Israel recon
finns that under its stated policy it will not 
attack or threaten to attack any nuclear fa
cilities devoted to peaceful purposes either 
in the Middle East or anywhere else. 

Israel will support any subsequent action 
in competent fora convened to work out 
binding agreements protecting nuclear in
stallations devoted to peaceful purposes 
from attack and threat to attack. 

We believe that the record demonstrates 
that Israel has attempted to facilitate the 
mission of the Director General in a very 
forthcoming manner. 

We believe that the clear position taken 
by the Government of Israel as stated above 
fully responds to Resolution 425 and should 
be accepted by the General Conference as 
an answer to your wish as well as that of 
many others to see this matter behind us. 
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I would appreciate it very much if you 

would circulate this letter to all delegations 
under item 10 of the agenda. 

S. KATZ, 
Resident Representative. 

[Consequences of the Israeli military attack 
on the Iraqi nuclear research reactor and 
the standing threat to repeat this attack 
for <a> the development of nuclear energy 
for peaceful purposes and <b> the role and 
activities of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency] 

DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITTED JOINTLY BY 
DENMARK, FINLAND, ICELAND, NORWAY AND 
SWEDEN 

The General Conference: 
<a> Having considered agenda item 10, 
Cb> Taking note of Security Council reso

lution 487 unanimously adopted on 19 June 
1981, which, inter alia, called upon Israel to 
refrain in the future from any such acts or 
threats thereof, and urgently to place its 
nuclear facilities under IAEA safeguards, 

<c> Recalling relevant General Conference 
resolutions, particularly GCCXXVIID/RES/ 
407 and <1983> and GCCXXVIII>/RES/425 
<1984), which, inter alia, demanded that 
Israel undertake forthwith not to carry out 
any further attacks on nuclear facilities in 
Iraq or on similar facilities in other coun
tries, devoted for peaceful purposes, in dis
regard of the Agency's safeguards system, 

Cd) Taking note of the United Nations 
General Assembly resolution 39-14 and ear
lier relevant resolutions of the United Na
tions General Assembly on the same sub
ject, 

<e> Recalling that, as stated in resolution 
GC<XXVIII>/RES/407, it is an objective of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency to 
"seek to accelerate and enlarge the contri
bution of atomic energy to peace, health 
and prosperity throughout the world" and 
that in carrying out its functions the 
Agency shall "conduct its activities in ac
cordance with the purposes and principles 
of the United Nations to promote peace and 
international co-operation, and in conformi
ty with policies of the United Nations fur
thering the establishment of safeguarded 
worldwide disarmament and in conformity 
with any international agreements entered 
into pursuant to such policies", 

(f) Reaffirming the right of all nations to 
acquire and develop nuclear technology for 
peaceful purposes for their development 
programmes under effective international 
safeguards, 

(g) Considering that any attacks or 
threats of attack against peaceful nuclear 
facilities jeopardize the development and 
further promotion of the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy, and, therefore, the achieve
ment of one of the main objectives of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, 

(h) Concerned that such attacks raise 
fears about the safety of present and future 
nuclear facilities, 

m Aware that all States developing nucle
ar energy for peaceful purposes need assur
ances against armed attacks on peaceful nu
clear facilities, 

(j) Reaffirming its confidence in the effec
tiveness of the Agency's safeguards system 
as a reliable means of verifying the peaceful 
use of a nuclear facility, 

<k> Taking into account that the question 
of the protection of nuclear facilities 
against armed attack is under consideration 
in other international organisations, includ
ing the Conference on Disarmament, 

m Bearing in mind the report of the Di
rector General of the IAEA contained in 
document GC<XXVIID/719, 

<m> Having heard the Director General's 
report, in his statement of 23 September 
1985, of his discussions in compliance with 
GC<XXVIII>/RES/425, 

<n> Having studied the letter of 23 Sep
tember 1985 addressed to the Director Gen
eral by the Resident Representative of 
Israel, and circulated to the members of the 
Conference, 

<o> Taking note of the statement made on 
26 September 1985 in the General Confer
ence by the Representative of Israel, as di
rected by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
Israel and on behalf of his Government ac
cording to which: 

<1> Israel holds that all States must re
frain from attacking or threatening to 
attack nuclear facilities devoted to peaceful 
purposes, and that the safeguards system 
operated by IAEA brings evidence of the 
peaceful operation of a facility; 

<2> Israel reconfirms that under its stated 
policy it will not attack or threaten to 
attack any nuclear facilities devoted to 
peaceful purposes either in the Middle East 
or anywhere else and emphasizes specifical
ly that Iraq is included; 

<3> Israel will support any subsequent 
action in competent fora convened to work 
out binding agreements protecting nuclear 
installations devoted to peaceful purposes 
from attack and threat to attack. 

1. Thanks the Director General for the 
skill and perseverance with which he carried 
out the task entrusted to him by Resolution 
GC<XXVIII>/RES/425; 

2. Declares that all States must refrain 
from attacking or threatening to attack 
peaceful nuclear facilities in other coun
tries; 

3. Considers that the letter of 23 Septem
ber 1985 from the Resident Representative 
of Israel and the statement by the Repre
sentative of Israel on 26 September 1985 
contain undertakings on behalf of their 
Government in response to Resolution 
GC<XXVIID/RES/425 and notes in particu
lar the statement that Israel will not attack 
or threaten to attack any nuclear facilities 
devoted to peaceful purposes either in the 
Middle East, including Iraq or anywhere 
else; 

4. Notes that Israel has thereby commit
ted itself not to attack peaceful nuclear fa
cilities in Iraq, elsewhere in the Middle 
East, or anywhere else; 

5. Calls upon Israel urgently to place all 
its nuclear facilities under IAEA safeguards; 

6. Considers that the safeguards system of 
the IAEA brings evidence of and an oppor
tunity to review the peaceful nature of nu
clear facilities subject to such safeguards; 

7. Reaffirms that any attack on a peaceful 
nuclear facility subject to IAEA safeguards 
would constitute a serious threat to the 
safeguards system of the IAEA; 

8. Appeals to competent international 
organs to take steps, in accordance with 
their mandates, to ensure the inviolability 
of peaceful nuclear facilities and to contrib
ute thereby to the safe developemnt of nu
clear energy; 

9. Affirms the readiness of the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency to assist the 
competent international organs, if they so 
request, in any technical and safeguards as
pects of this matter; 

10. Declares that if such attacks or threats 
of attack were to occur again, the matter 
will be examined by the International 
Atomic Energy Agency in accordance with 
its Statute and the relevant resolutions. 

EXPLANATION OF GRAMM
RUDMAN VOTE 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to take the opportunity to 
state the reasons why I voted against 
the Gramm-Rudman deficit reduction 
propsal recently passed by the Senate 
and now under consideration by a 
joint House-Senate conference com
mittee. 

First, let me say that in no way do I 
condone the $200 billion-plus budget 
deficit that exists today. A deficit of 
this size is completely unacceptable 
and I support action to reduce it. 
Moreover, I supported the budget res
olution and efforts to achieve even 
greater deficit reduction than that 
represented by the reconciliation legis
lation that is before the Senate. 
Indeed, I have supported further ef
forts to reduce the deficit by cutting 
what I believe are worthy Federal pro
grams such as revenue sharing and job 
training that I otherwise would have 
supported were it not for the huge def
icit and the overwhelming need to 
reduce it. 

Let me also say that had I thought 
the Gramm-Rudman process would 
work to reduce the deficit, I would 
vote for it without hesitation. But I 
don't believe it will work, nor do I feel 
it is good policy. 

We, in the Congress, tend to look for 
the automatic fix to serious problems. 
Such "automatic fixes" are attractive 
because they appear to provide simple 
and painless solutions to otherwise dif
ficult problems. Unfortunately, they 
usually don't solve the problem and 
often create new problems. 

Well, as the President is fond of 
saying, "Here we go again." In one fell 
swoop, we appear to have fixed the ex
orbitant budget deficits. The distin
guished Senator from Texas, Senator 
GRAMM, and others have put forward, 
and the Senate has passed by a vote of 
75-24, an automatic spending reduc
tion plan that promises a balanced 
budget in 1991. A neat "glidepath" of 
declining deficits is laid out, and it is 
argued that passing this single piece of 
legislation we either cause the Con
gress and the President to meet those 
deficit targets or we put the wood to 
them by triggering an "automatic fix" 
for their lack of polictical courage. 

But before we jump to embrace the 
"automatic fix," we need to think 
about its ramifications. 

THE GRAMM-RUDMANN PROPOSAL 

The proposal is virtually irresistible 
as a political statement whose time 
has come. 

During each of the next 5 years, the 
bill mandates the President to present, 
and the Congress to adopt, budgets 
with deficits no larger than targeted 
amounts. The targets for these deficits 
decline by $36 billion each year from 
$180 billion in 1986 fiscal year to $0 
billion in fiscal year 1991. 
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At the beginning of each new fiscal 

year <October 1), the Congressional 
Budget Office and the White House 
Office of Management and Budget 
report to the President whether they 
expect deficit targets to be met in that 
fiscal year, and if not, how much of an 
"overage" they anticipate. When an 
overage is predicted, it is to be elimi
nated by an order from the President 
"sequestering" or impounding the nec
essary funds to meet the deficit target. 
The President would eliminate up to 
one-half the overage by withholding 
part or all of the cost-of-living adjust
ments for entitlement programs <ex
cepting Social Security). We would 
eliminate the balance of the overage 
by an across-the-board "sequestering" 
of funds in accounts recognized by the 
Congress as relatively controllable. 
THE ECONOMIC PROBLEM WITH GRAMM-RUDMAN 

The first problem with Gramm
Rudman is economic. 

In theory, the passage of Gramm
Rudman fixes the deficit problems. A 
failure of will by the President and 
Congress to meet the deficit targets is 
anticipated and accounted for if it 
does occur. In effect, we have seen the 
failures of both the President and 
Congress to keep the Nation on a re
sponsible course with our fiscal policy 
and we have opted for the next 5 years 
to put the fiscal policy of the country 
on automatic pilot. 

There is much to commend Gramm
Rudman: It sets goals for reduction of 
the deficit; it requires adherence to 
those targets by both the President 
and the Congress; and now, in its sub
stantially revised form, it at least tries 
to spread the spending cuts across 
more spending categories than origi
nally contemplated, though still not 
enough. 

But inherent in it is a major econom
ic risk that it will try to conform our 
fiscal policy to a preset, inflexible 
course when the economic weather we 
encounter may require a different, 
more flexible course. 

Senator GRAMM correctly points out 
that the "overage" of the anticipated 
deficit above the target for any year 
would occur for one of three reasons: 

"First, we use faulty economic as
sumptions or something changed; 
second, we had phony savings; or 
third, the spendout rates were differ
ent than we thought." 

If the "overage" occurs for reasons 
two or three; that is, "phony savings 
or inaccurate spendout rates"; then I 
would agree that something like this 
"automatic fix" more broadly applied 
might be just what the doctor ordered. 
The mechanism proposed would take 
the President and Congress to the 
woodshed and correct the problem. 

However, in truth, any significant 
overage will not occur for reason two 
or three. It will occur for reason one, 
that is, either we recognize we have 
been using overly optimistic economic 

assumptions or we recognize that eco
nomic conditions have changed for the 
worse. A worsened economic situation 
from the spring when the Congress is 
marking up its budget resolution to 
the fall when the CBO and OMB are 
required to report could cause a dra
matic increase in the "overage." A de
clining gross national product [GNPJ 
and growing unemployment could very 
likely take a genuine effort by Con
gress to reach the deficit targets and 
turn that into a miscalculation of $30 
to 50 billion for the upcoming fiscal 
year. Under the Gramm-Rudman pro
posal, the greater the worsening of 
economic conditions, the larger the 
automatic "sequestering." In other 
words, when the economy contracts, 
the bill would impose a legal require
ment for additional contraction. The 
economic decline would be exacerbat
ed by this "procyclical" automatic fix 
to the deficit problem. As economist 
Walter Heller has stated, Gramm
Rudman would take a deteriorating 
economy and administer to it a "swift 
kick in the groin." 

Much of the monetary and fiscal 
policy pursued by this administration 
and all prior administrations is de
signed to buff er the economy from 
highs and lows and keep us on a 
steady growth path. The Government 
tries to counter the economic cycles in 
order to help keep inflation and unem
ployment down and GNP growth up. 

Senator GRAMM's prescription for 
economic health is just the opposite. 
He argues that when the economy's 
health deteriorates we should bring 
out the leeches and bleed the patient. 
When the economic circumstances 
change for the worse, impose disci
pline on the economy by issuing an 
order that it conform to the automatic 
glidepath that Congress has mandat
ed. The flexibility needed to match 
our policy with reality would be lost. 

The sponsors of the measure argue 
that the bill contains an escape hatch 
which permits the President to avoid 
issuing an order of "sequestration" if 
OMB predicts two quarters of negative 
real growth in the GNP. We set up 
OMB in 1970. Since that time, we've 
had five recessions, and OMB has 
never once predicted two quarters of 
negative real growth in the GNP. 
Taking the 1982 recession as an exam
ple, we, in fact, experienced five quar
ters of negative real growth and all 
OMB predictions from the peak of 
GNP growth in July 1981 to its nadir 
in November 1982 were for rosier days 
just ahead. 

THE GRAMM-RUDMAN DEFENSE PROBLEM 

There is also a second problem with 
the Gramm-Rudman proposal. As 
Congressman AsPIN has pointed out, it 
would cause chaos and waste in our de
fense program. Like domestic pro
grams, defense will face disproportion
ate cuts because of the decision to ex
clude Social Security and tax loop-

holes from any cutbacks at all. But 
the effect on defense is further bal
looned by the decision to include exist
ing defense contracts in the pool of 
funding to be cut, while excluding 
most existing contracts for domestic 
programs. 

Across-the-board cuts in defense pro
grams are going to be tremendously 
disruptive. Cuts in military and civil
ian personnel will be disproportionate
ly large, as will cuts in training and 
readiness programs. Across-the-board 
cuts in procurement programs are 
going to lead to "plain bad manage
ment," as Congressman AsPIN put it. 
Already inefficient production rates 
will become even more so. Instead of 
canceling or delaying the start of 
lower priority programs, all programs 
will be continued at reduced funding 
levels. Secretary Lehman's 600-ship 
Navy will become totally unachievable 
as disproportionate cuts hit the ship
building program because of the fact 
that it takes a long time to build ships. 

Barring a serious international crisis, 
I favor restraint on defense spending. 
I supported a no-real-growth budget 
this year, and we may end up after the 
appropriations conference with a cut 
for the first time in President Rea
gan's tenure. Given the deficit crisis, 
continued zero real growth may be the 
best that can be achieved in future 
years. But the Gramm-Rudman meat
ax approach is not the way to achieve 
restraint in the defense budget. At a 
time when the Defense Department 
will least be able to afford waste, the 
Gramm-Rudman approach will guar
antee waste on a scale which will make 
past stories about exorbitant prices for 
spare parts pale in comparison. 

THE GRAMM-RUDMAN FAIRNESS PROBLEM 

There is also a third problem with 
the proposal. In practice, it may un
fairly allocate the sacrifices needed to 
deal with the deficit. Serious deficit 
reduction has been stalled by what my 
colleague, Senator PETE DoMENICI, 
calls political gridlock. Everyone wants 
to cut the deficit, but most are only 
willing to do so while exempting their 
particular pet concerns. The President 
wants no new taxes and wants the de
fense budget spared. The House wants 
to hold the line on spending cuts for 
domestic programs, believing that we 
have already seen 5 years of relative 
decline in those programs. And neither 
the President nor the Congress has 
shown a willingness to restrain the 
growth of Social Security benefits to 
the same extent as other benefit pro
grams. 

The theory of Gramm-Rudman is 
that it would be neutral in the ongoing 
fights for these different priorities. In 
practice, I fear a very different result. 

First, one must calculate whether 
the President is serious in his determi
nation to resist tax increases. I believe 
he is, because that's what he repeated-
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ly says. If that is so, then Gramm
Rudman provides him with a clear 
escape valve from any need to negoti
ate with the Congress a balanced defi
cit reduction package which would in
clude additional revenue. 

Second, one must calculate whether 
either the President or the Congress is 
going to consider, or should be willing 
to consider, the major and chaotic cuts 
in defense spending described above 
during the last 3 years of this adminis
tration. I think not. Neither the Presi
dent nor the Congress is going to 
stand still for the major cuts in de
fense spending such as would be man
dated under Gramm-Rudman. In my 
view, the 60-percent vote needed in 
each House to waive Gramm-Rudman 
as it applies to defense funding will be 
attainable once the disruptions and 
waste caused by its application are evi
dent. Accordingly, any claim to across
the-board application of Gramm
Rudman will be hollow, indeed. 

So, if the President is not under 
pressure to negotiate with the Con
gress on a deficit package that in
cludes new taxes, and if the 60-percent 
vote is present to waive Gramm
Rudman as it applies to defense spend
ing, then the effect of Gramm
Rudman will be to authorize major 
disproportionate new cuts in the do
mestic programs targeted for reduc
tions or elimination by the administra
tion since January 1981. Deficit reduc
tion, which we all support, is pursued 
under this plan, and may be even par
tially accomplished. But it would be 
done on the President's terms and in a 
way that furthers his priorities. Veter
ans, enviromental protection, energy, 
education, health, and farm programs 
will be gutted. Even such domestic 
programs as space research and law 
enforcement, which the President has 
supported, will face serious problems 
if the burden of deficit reduction is 
placed only on domestic programs. 

THE BETTER OPTION 

The growing national debt does 
demand extraordinary measures. And 
the three problems I have pointed out 
with Gramm-Rudman can be ad
dressed while its beneficial aspects are 
retained. 

We should keep the deficit target 
goals and keep the requirement that 
the President and the Congress meet 
those targets. But if a target is missed 
because of deteriorated economic con
ditions, rather than lack of political 
will, we need to provide greater flexi
bility to adjust our policy to meet the 
new reality. Instead of requiring OMB 
to predict two quarters of negative 
real growth in the GNP before the 
President has the option to withhold 
his order, we should adopt the escape 
provision from the Chiles-Byrd pro
posal and provide automatic suspen
sions for any year in which there are 
two consecutive quarters of actual de-

clining GNP, since OMB has never 
projected negative real growth. 

The defense problem with Gramm
Rudman might be lessened by permit
ting more flexibility in the implemen
tation of the mandated defense cuts. 
No one can doubt the President's and 
Secretary Weinberger's commitment 
to a strong defense. They should be al
lowed the management flexibility to 
attempt to minimize the damage 
caused by the disproportionate 
Gramm-Rudman cuts on defense. 

The fairness problem can be ad
dressed by broadening the list of items 
subject to spending restraint if seques
tering occurs to include Social Securi
ty, by mandating that some portion of 
the overage be made up from addition
al revenues and by closing tax loop
holes when a triggering occurs, and by 
changing the waiver requirement for 
additional spending requests from the 
President from a 60-percent vote to a 
two-thirds majority. Tax loopholes, 
costing the Government over $400 bil
lion a year and benefiting primarily 
special interests, are estimated by the 
Joint Economic Committee to increase 
$40 billion each year-$4 billion more 
than the mandated annual deficit re
ductions required by Gramm-Rudman. 
We can't afford to leave them out of 
the deficit reduction equation. 

Happily, Gramm-Rudman focused 
our attention on the need to give the 
deficit problem our first priority. Un
fortunately, the bill as introduced in 
the Senate, and as passed by a large 
majority on October 9, is deficient for 
the economic risks it subjects us to, for 
the chaos and waste it will cause our 
defense program, and for the inherent 
unfairness of its provisions. The modi
fied version of the bill offered by Sen
ators DoMEN1c1 and CHILES was vastly 
better, but still needs improvement if 
it is to serve the ends of economic 
prosperity and fairness. I hope the 
conference committee will now suc
ceed in crafting something which in 
substance begins to approach eff ec
tive, sound deficit reduction. 

SYNTHETIC FUELS 
CORPORATION 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to oppose the further rescission 
of funds available to the Synthetic 
Fuels Corporation CSFCl as advocated 
by the Senators from Washington 
[Mr. EVANS] and Ohio [Mr. METZEN
BAUM]. 

This is not a position at which I 
have arrived lightly but instead it is 
the product of careful analysis be
cause I am convinced that every Fed
eral program must be carefully scruti
nized for potential savings in our 
pressing drive to reduce Federal 
spending. 

But I am convinced, Mr. President, 
that further rescissions in the SFC are 

not only unjustified but would be 
counterproductive. 

Only 11 months ago under the able 
leadership of the Senator from Idaho 
CMr. McCLURE], Congress and the ad
ministration agreed to rescind $7.375 
billion from the SFC and restructure 
the program. 

The new SFC board has moved expe
ditiously to tighten up SFC manage
ment and implement the intent of 
Congress. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD ex
cerpts from two articles by former 
SFC critic Milton Copulos, a senior an
alyist with the Heritage Foundation 
spezializing in energy issues, which ap
peared in the October 22 and 23, 1985, 
Washington Times. 

There being no objection, the arti
cles were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CFrom the Washington Times, Oct. 22, 
1985] 

ENERGY RESOURCE DILEMMA 

<By Milton Copulos> 
Leaded regular-95.9. That sign, which is 

appearing on more and more gasoline 
pumps in the Washington area, says more 
about the recent decline in OPEC's fortunes 
than all the instant analysts who have 
become a regular feature on the nightly 
news put together. 

For the moment at least, it seems that the 
consumer can expect some temporary res
pite from the spiraling oil prices of the 
1970s. Nor is this respite illusionary. The 
fact is that prices have declined to their 
lowest level in real terms <constant dollars 
since 1979), and even the nominal price of 
gasoline now averages less than in 1983. 
More important, the drop has taken place in 
the face of hefty increases in state and local 
taxes that add as much as $1.30 to the price 
of an average fill-up. 

Still, although Americans might find some 
justifiable satisfaction in OPEC's current 
disconfiture, there is little cause for compla
cency. The energy crisis may be in remis
sion, but it has not gone away. It is true 
that steps taken by the Reagan administra
tion to help eliminate barriers to a free 
market in energy put a stop to the rapid de
terioration of America's energy security, 
and even to an extent improved it. But the 
job is far from over, as a quick review of our 
current import situation readily reveals. 

The United States continues to rely on im
ported petroleum heavily-using nearly the 
same proportion today that it did just 
before OPEC lowered the boom. For exam
ple, during the first half of this year, almost 
30 percent of our petroleum came from 
abroad, only 5 percent less than the 1973 
import figure. Nor should the fact that 
OPEC's overall contribution to U.S. oil im
ports has dramatically declined be seen as 
an end to the import problem. 

While less than 2 percent of total U.S. oil 
imports now come from the volatile Persian 
Gulf-good news indeed-nearly half of our 
import total is produced by nations border
ing the Caribbean Basin. In addition, on av
erage 44 percent of all Alaskan crude oil is 
shipped to East Coast and Gulf Coast refin
eries via the Panama pipeline, an easy 
target for terrorists. As a consequence, fully 
one-third of all U.S. oil supplies are afloat 
on tankers in the Caribbean at any given 
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moment-a body of water that is anchored 
by Cuba on one side and Nicaragua on the 
other. 

The potential to disrupt this tanker traf
fic is best illustrated by our experience 
during World War II. 

During 1942, a handful of German subma
rines operating out of European bases suc
ceeded in sinking 21/2 percent of all Allied 
shipping in the Caribbean each month-or 
30 percent for the year. This, mind you, was 
accomplished without the sophisticated ca
pabilities of contemporary undersea craft, 
or the luxury of local bases. That this point 
of vulnerability is recognized by America's 
enemies was made clear by the Marxist at
tempt to take over Grenada, an island that 
sits astride the principal ship channel used 
by tankers leaving Venezuela. 

Therefore, while the shift in the locus of 
U.S. oil imports does represent a marginal 
improvement in our overall energy security, 
there remains an element of vulnerability 
we can ignore only at our peril. 

Perhaps the greatest irony related to 
America's continued oil-import dependences 
is that there is no need for such a depend
ence to exist. Unlike most of our allies, the 
United States is richly endowed with energy 
resources. It remains the most prolific pro
ducer of oil in the Free World-in fact, it is 
second only to the Soviet Union in output. 
We often forget that it was not until after 
World War II that oil imports began to play 
an important role in the U.S. energy mix, 
and not until the 1970s that they reached a 
level sufficient to pose a security threat. 

Moreover, like the proverbial child in a 
candy store, it is not so much that we are 
lacking in resources, as that we can't seem 
to make up our minds as to which we want 
to use. 

In addition to our large petroleum re
sources, America holds even larger reserves 
of natural gas. Conventional natural-gas 
supplies are more than adequate to support 
current levels of consumption well into the 
next century. When so-called "unconven
tional" natural-gas sources, such as gas 
from tight sands or coal seams, are taken 
into account, the supplies could last two 
centuries or more. But even our convention
al gas supplies pale in comparison with our 
coal reserves. 

America has been dubbed the "Saudi 
Arabia" of coal, and rightly so. It has fully 
one-third of the Free World's proved re
serves. If properly utilized, they represent a 
resource sufficient to meet all our fossil-fuel 
needs for the foreseeable future. Similarly, 
we hold vast reserves of oil shale, tar sands, 
and heavy oil. We also have among the 
world's largest proved uranium reserves
which were doubled a few years back when 
a major discovery was made in Virginia. So 
why then is there a problem? The answer, 
in a word, is government. 

Except for a brief period during the 
middle and late 1970s, when a constituent 
pressure led to a flurry of largely counter
productive government actions on the 
energy front, Congress by and large has 
done whatever it could to hamstring the do
mestic energy industry. Viewing it alternate
ly as a polluting nuisance or a "deep 
pocket" for pet projects, it has tried its best 
to tax and regulate domestic energy produc
ers out of existence. 

Yielding to pressure from self-styled envi
ronmentalists and Eastern labor unions, for 
example, it placed so many restrictions on 
coal use that one former federal power com
missioner was led to exclaim in frustration, 
"Coal is a great fuel, except that you can't 
mine it, transport it, or burn it." 

Incentives to spur the search for oil sup
plies have been systematically removed 
from the tax code, while at the same time, 
more and more new taxes have been piled 
on the oil industry, making it the most 
heavily taxed sector of the domestic econo
my today. 

Congressmen, eager for a "free" environ
mental vote, have imposed an increasingly 
stringent set of restrictions on federal leas
ing policies, foreclosing vast, promising 
areas of the Outer Continental Shelf and 
offshore federal lands to oil and gas explo
ration. 

This despite the fact that geologists esti
mate that up to 60 percent of America's 
future oil and gas supplies must come from 
these regions. Nonsensical regulatory poli
cies by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
have all but sounded the death knell of the 
domestic nuclear industry, even though it 
was the United States that gave birth to the 
technology. Worse, they haven't even 
helped to improve safety. 

Regulations restricting the industrial and 
utility use of natural gas, put in place 
during the Carter years when the mis
impression existed that supplies were in im
minent danger of exhaustion, remain in 
effect, even though there is a glut of natu
ral gas today, and new reserves estimates in
dicate that it will continue into the foresee
able future. 

In brief, as Pogo once said, "We have met 
the enemy and they is us." 

Still, there are ways to eliminate Ameri
ca's energy Achilles heel, if only Congress 
will find the wisdom to adopt them. All we 
really need do is make full use of what we 
have. That, however, may be a task easier 
said than done. 

[From the Washington Times, Oct. 23, 19851 
BOOSTING ENERGY SECURITY 

<By Milton Copulos> 
Yet another example of congressional 

overreaction is found in some of the recent 
attacks on the ill-conceived Synthetic Fuels 
Corp. 

The SFC was a classic example of how 
Congress in its rush to "do something" 
about the energy crisis proceeded to confuse 
motion with progress. Conceived as an $88 
billion program to create a whole synthetic 
fuels industry from scratch, the basic con
cept of the SFC was wrong-headed from the 
outset, and yet, although Congress has fi
nally come to recognize it as such, in their 
rush to bring about its well-deserved demise, 
they are ignoring a fundamental fact. 

The lion's share of the monies allocated 
for synthetic fuels projects were under a 
provision of the original law which mandat
ed that the Department of Energy fund a 
number of programs while the SFC itself 
was being organized. The rationale for this 
provision was that it would allow the SFC to 
get a running start when the DOE-spon
sored projects were transferred to its con
trol. Unfortunately, by and large, the DOE 
selections were turkeys of the first order, 
and have either been abandoned or, at a 
minimum, show no hope of ever proving 
economic. 

By contrast, the projects actually selected 
and approved by the SFC itself, have by and 
large experienced few technical or financial 
problems. Moreover, they represent a small 
proportion of the initial funds the agency 
was authorized to spend. Yet, in its rush to 
shut the SFC down, it appears that Con
gress is prepared to abandon even those 
with some prospect of proving technically 
successful, thereby losing the entire federal 

investment, and in effect throwing the baby 
out with the bath water. 

While no one would argue that the tech
nologies would be economically viable today, 
if they are proven technically, they could be 
on the shelf as a sort of insurance policy 
against the day that they are needed. More
over, this could be accomplished by merely 
meeting a few existing commitments and 
then shutting the SFC down for good. 

Regardless of what steps are taken to help 
secure the nation's energy future, however, 
and this column has mentioned only a few, 
nothing can happen in the absence of a rec
ognition by Congress that the potential for 
trouble exists. 

Yes, there is good news on the energy 
price front, and yes, we have made progress. 
We have a Strategic Petroleum Reserve, and 
we are less dependent on oil from the Per
sian Gulf area. But these facts are no cause 
to become complacent. The oil-drilling in
dustry is in a tailspin, with even long-estab
lished companies in danger of bankruptcy. 
U.S. proved reserves have stabilized, but 
production is level as well. Massive strides 
have been made in conservation, but there 
is a limit to how much we can conserve. 

We have the alternatives which can pre
vent a repetition of the energy crisis of the 
1970s, but we must begin to act now. Other
wise the gasoline lines might be back sooner 
than we think. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, Mr. 
Copulos points out that the projects 
now selected by the SFC have actually 
experienced relatively few technical 
and financial problems and represent 
a very small percentage of the original 
obligational authority of the SFC. 

By abandoning these projects at this 
time, we would be losing the entire 
Federal investment and eliminating 
the possibility that the United States 
could have a synthetic fuels capability 
if and when that becomes necessary. 

As a member of both the Senate 
Armed Services Committee and the 
Senate Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee, I have a particular inter
est in assuring that the United States 
has a sufficient domestic energy 
supply to meet its national security 
needs. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD a 
letter which I wrote to Secretary of 
Defense Caspar Weinberger and his 
response. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, October 4, 1985. 

Hon CASPAR w. WEINBERGER, 
Secretary of Defense, The Pentagon, Wash

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: The Senate will 

shortly be considering the future of the syn
thetic fuels program. Opponents of the pro
gram are proposing that the U.S. Synthetic 
Fuels Corporation be abolished and all but 
$500 million of its remaining funding au
thority be rescinded. 

One argument in favor of this action is 
the suggestion that the Union oil shale 
project in Parachute, Colorado cannot 
produce sufficient fuel or technical gain to 
justify support by the federal government. 
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It is my understanding that DoD has iden

tified liquid hydrocarbons derived from 
shale oil as having the greatest potential 
near-term value for meeting the Depart
ment's future fuel needs. I also understand 
that DoD has a contract with Union Oil to 
receive jet and diesel fuel refined from shale 
oil produced as the Parachute site. 

I would appreciate knowing the Depart
ment's views of the technological feasibility 
of the Union process and the strategic rel
evance it may have to providing for the De
partment's future supplies of premium 
liquid mobility fue1s. 

This issue could come to the Senate floor 
as early as next week. As a result, I will 
need this information as soon as possible. 

Sincerely, 

JOHN w. WARNER. 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington. DC, October 23, 1985. 

Hon. JOHN W. WARNER, 
U.S. Senate, Washington. DC. 

DEAR JOHN: Thank you for your letter of 
October 4 regarding the Union Oil Compa
ny's shale oil project in Colorado. You are 
rightly concerned, as we are, about this 
project and the synfuels program in general. 

Under a Department of Energy <DOE> 
contract of many years ago, Union Oil Com
pany of California <Unocal) agreed to devel
op the Parachute, Colorado, synthetic crude 
oil facility. DOE agreed to a system of guar
antees that would make the oil marketable 
when it became available. DoD agreed to be 
a customer for the fuel produced from this 
oil because we felt the need to verify the re
sults of our research on the suitability of 
shale-derived fuels in our weapons systems. 
T his is still the case; when suitable supplies 
of t hese fuels become available, we will need 
to perform this verification. 

As part of the contract, the Department 
of Defense was entitled to up to 10,000 bar
rels per day of jet and diesel fuels from 
Union Oil Company. Once Union's synthetic 
crude oil facility became operational, that 
oil was to be upgraded by Union and pur
chased by DoD from a nearby refiner, Gary 
Refining, Inc. Union did not plan to refine 
the products themselves. To date, DoD has 
received petroleum-derived fuels from 
Union, but no synfuels. 

When DoD and DOE joined the Union 
venture, the near-term energy situation in 
the United States appeared bleak. Now, of 
course, only the longer term supply situa
tion appears likely to make synfuels a sig
nificant U.S. national asset. If, or when, 
that condition develops, synfuel will be as 
important to the national economy on the 
whole as it will to DoD. Therefore, our in
terest in synfuels is the same as that of U.S. 
transportation industries. DoD believes that 
its needs may be met in part in coming dec
ades by synfuels, which is why we continue 
to research the compatibility of these types 
of fuels with our equipment. But a shift to 
synfuel will not occur in DoD without a cor
responding shift in overall U.S. supplies. 
Thus, the only unique impact on DoD of not 
receiving synfuel from Union would be our 
inability to execute our operational valida
tion programs in Colorado, Utah, and Idaho 
for shale-derived jet and diesel fuels. 

Union's synthetic crude oil process has 
been plagued by difficulties that arose when 
the company scaled up from its pilot plant 
to the commercial plant. When it did so, it 
altered some system designs, and it is in 
these systems that problems continue to de
velop. We believe the project can be com-

pleted successfully, given a continued 
Unocal commitment. We do not believe the 
Government should support the project, 
except perhaps through limited price sup
ports or loan guarantees. Although I cannot 
comment on the details of their action, this 
was the approach taken by the Synthetic 
Fuels Corporation on October 16. I must 
point out, however, that at present Gary 
Refining facility slated to refine the Unocal 
synthetic crude oil is facing bankruptcy be
cause of Unocal's delays. If the refinery 
closes permanently, I am uncertain whether 
DoD will be able to use the Unocal crude. 

I hope this letter is useful to you in the 
upcoming debate. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me if I may be of additional assist
ance regarding this issue. 

Sincerely, 
CASPAR W. WEINBERGER. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
letter addresses the Department's 
views of the technological feasibility 
of the Union Oil Shale project and the 
strategic relevance it may have to pro
viding for the Department's future 
supplies of premium liquid mobility 
fuels. 

As pointed out in Weinberger's 
letter, the Union project is of particu
lar importance to the Defense Depart
ment, and I quote from Secretary 
Weinberger's letter: 

.. . t he unique impact on DOD of not re
ceiving synfuel from Union would be our in
ability to execute our operational validation 
programs in Colorado, Utah, and Idaho for 
shale-derived jet and diesel fuels. 

The Secretary goes on t o say that 
t he only support the Government 
should provide is limited price sup
ports or loan guarantees. 

Of course, that is exactly t he ap
proach taken by the SFC with t he 
Union project on October 16 and 
indeed does address Federal budgetary 
concerns while, at the same t ime, 
assist in the development of a synthet
ic fuels industry. 

In summary, Mr. President, a domes
t ic synthetic fuels industry is a pru
dent investment in our national securi
ty. 

I am convinced that the existing 
scaled-down synthetic fuels program is 
the appropriate approach, and I urge 
my colleagues to reject this attempt to 
wipe out the possibility of the United 
States ever receiving any return on 
the Federal investment in synfuels. 

SYNFUELS: A KEY TO OUR 
ENERGY FUTURE 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the amendment by 
the chairman and the ranking Demo
crat of the Energy Natural Resources 
Committee to preserve the remaining 
obligational authority for the Syn
thetic Fuels Corporation. 

In a period of mounting deficits, a 
proposed cut of $6.9 billion may at 
first seem like a prudent fiscal endeav
or. However, this misguided attempt at 
budget-trimming may ultimately en
danger our national security. 

The Synthetic Fuels Corporation 
CSFCl was formed in 1980 under the 
Energy Security Act to, in the words 
of its president, "stimulate and leave 
behind a viable private sector synthet
ic fuels industry." Avoiding direct pay
ments of taxpayer moneys and instead 
favoring loan and price guarantees, 
the Corporation was-and is-meant to 
foster trust and cooperation between 
private industry and Government 
while helping build an energy-inde
pendent America. 

Since 1980, over 100 proposals have 
been submitted by private corpora
tions willing to develop new sources of 
fuel that can effectively tap this Na
tion's energy reserves. 

Mr. President, only a small fraction 
of the Nation's energy reserves are in 
conventional petroleum. In the United 
States, over 90 percent of our reserves 
are in coal and oil shale, in tar sands, 
or in heavy oils that cannot presently 
be extracted. My State of Illinois, for 
example, is blessed with reserves or at 
least 182 billion tons of coal, much of 
which could be used for synthetic 
fuels production. If converted to liq
uids, our national reserves, experts 
surmise, can represent about five t o 
six t imes the entire reserve potential 
of the Middle East. 

To extract this energy, a capital-in
tensive effort requiring Government
business cooperation is essential. Be
cause research, development, and ex
traction costs make the marketing of 
synthetic fuels slightly more expen
sive than that of conventional fuels, 
Government initiative through t he 
SFC is crucial in spurring private in
terest and production and in firmly es
tablishing the industry as a solely pri
vate venture. For that purpose, the 
Synthetic Fuels Corporation is intend
ed as a catalyst that can launch the in
dustry on a prosperous course for the 
future. The unreasoned hacking of 
much of the remaining funding in the 
SFC budget would cripple the chances 
for a successful synfuels program to 
become fully operational. 

At this time the United States has 
abundant energy resources and suffi
cient reserves. However, as I have em
phasized for a long time, international 
energy markets are volatile and unreli
able. Living in a world fraught with 
terrorism and uncertainity, this 
Nation and its allies must be assured 
that supplies will never be cut off. As 
long as the Middle East crises continue 
to flare and as long as the piracy in 
the Strait of Hormuz drags on, I reit
erate that the United States must 
make all reasonable efforts to fully 
unshackle itself from the addictive
and expensive-habit of energy depend
ence. 

I remember clearly, Mr. President, 
the suffering that the citizens of Illi
nois and this entire Nation endured as 
a result of the 1973 oil embargo. How-
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ever, because of the continuing possi
bility that our supply lines may be sev
ered unexpectedly, this Nation under
took an energy conservation and diver
sification program that placed syn
fuels development at the fore front of 
future policy. Virtually all experts 
agree that someday soon synfuels will 
be both vital and economical and an 
essential cog in the energy chain that 
fuels industry and private homes and 
helps us maintain a strong web of na
tional security. To achieve our objec
tives, the remaining funding must be 
maintained. 

Mr. President, the proponents of 
this massive cut are unknowingly at
tempting to steer us on a course that 
could leave the United States virtually 
helpless in case of a national energy 
emergency within the next several 
decades. Our commitment must, of 
course, mean that we will continue to 
iron out any problems that crop up as 
we help lay the foundation for a mul
tibillion dollar industry. And though 
growth of the industry has not pro
ceeded as quickly as possible, due 
partly to rigorous evaluation of pro
posals by the SFC, the vision for a 
bright future remains. 

The fact remains that we must de
velop synthetic fuel technologies now 
so that we know that they will be 
available when the next national 
energy emergency occurs. The lead
time in developing a new oil shale and 
coal plants, for example, take about 6 
to 10 years to be constructed. For tar 
sands facilities, the leadtime is about 5 
years. 

Mr. President, a visionary energy 
policy seeks to encourage emergency 
preparedness, research and develop
ment, and conservation. This compro
mise amendment that is being offered 
today preserves the obligational au
thority of the Synthetic Fuels Corpo
ration. Any other proposal to strike all 
the money for the SFC would only 
hurt this Nation by derailing the sub
stantial public and private efforts that 
have been invested in the program and 
is neither wise nor visionary. 

I urge my colleagues, upon careful 
consideration, to support this compro
mise amendment. 

PROPOSED SALE OF CONRAIL 
TO NORFOLK SOUTHERN COR
PORATION 
Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I would 

like to direct the attention of my col
leagues to what I think is an excellent 
article published yesterday in the 
Philadelphia Inquirer concerning the 
proposed sale of Conrail to the Nor
f olk Southern Corp. 

This article notes, correctly in my 
view, that the plan for a quick sale of 
Conrail to Norfolk Southern has 
slowed to a snail's pace in the Con
gress. There are good and ample rea
sons for congressional hesitancy and 

skeptical examination of the Norfolk 
Southern offer. 

I believe that most Members of the 
Congress support to return of Conrail 
to the private sector. However, many 
reserve justifiable concern that a Con
rail-Norfolk Southern merger will 
have serious anticompetitive effects on 
rail freight transportation all along 
the eastern seaboard. In fact, a recent 
report by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission clearly shows that even if 
Norfolk Southern sells off nearly 1,600 
miles of track to Guilford Transporta
tion Industries and the Pittsburgh & 
Lake Erie railroads in an effort to pre
serve rail competition in the North
east, these two smaller rail lines were 
driven out of business by the economic 
power of a dominant Norfolk South
ern. 

In addition, the jury is still out re
garding Justice Department concerns 
over the antitrust implications of the 
Norfolk Southern bid. Also, Norfolk 
Southern has yet to conclude a labor 
agreement with Conrail workers. In 
consideration of all these unanswered 
questions and unresolved problems re
garding the Norfolk Southern-Conrail 
bid, it is clear why the Norfolk South
ern-Conrail purchase train has slowed 
at the congressional crossing. 

Mr. President, I commend this excel
lent article to my colleagues, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of 
the article be entered in the RECORD in 
full. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TIME MAY BE RUNNING OUT ON NORFOLK 
SOUTHERN'S OFFER FOR CONRAIL 

<By Tom Belden> 
Although executives of the Norfolk 

Southern Corp. express optimism publicly, 
the chances grow slimmer by the ciay that 
they will succeed in their dream of taking 
over Conrail from the federal government. 

Even Norfolk Southern chairman Robert 
B. Claytor privately expressed doubt recent
ly that Congress is ready or willing to make 
a decision on selling the Philadelphia-based 
freight rail system, either to his company or 
to anyone else. 

Claytor last week reiterated his warning 
of last summer that Norfolk Southern's 
management and board are unwilling to 
devote much more time and money lobbying 
for passage of legislation that would enable 
them to buy Conrail. 

Claytor said Norfolk Southern's directors 
badly want, at the least, to see an affirma
tive vote in the Senate this year, as a sign 
the complex legislation is making some 
progress through Congress. 

Neither Norfolk Southern officials nor 
anyone else following the sale expect the 
House-where legislation has not even come 
up for a committee vote-to act before the 
Senate. 

Even in the Republican-controlled Senate, 
however, there has been a loss of much of 
the momentum that Transportation Secre
tary Elizabeth H. Dole had going for her 
last spring after her sale plan was approved 
by the Commerce, Science and Tranporta
tion Committee. 

Norfolk Southern and Transportation De
partment officials, along with Senate sup
porters of the legislation, still believe that a 
majority of senators would approve the sale, 
which would return the Northeastern and 
Midwestern rail system to the private sector 
after a decade of government stewardship. 

But there also is a solid core of opponents 
of Norfolk Southern's offer to pay $1.2 bil
lion for the government's 85 percent share 
of Conrail, including some senators willing 
to filibuster in an effort to kill the legisla
tion. 

Sen. Howard Metzenbaum <D., Ohio>, an 
outspoken opponent of Norfolk Southern's 
bid, has promised to lead the debate. Sens, 
Arlen Specter and John Heinz <R., Pa.), who 
also are against a Norfolk Southern deal, 
probably would be participants in a filibus
ter. 

Specter went so far as to write to Dole last 
week, suggesting it would be better part of 
valor simply to give up the fight now and 
withdraw the Norfolk Southern legislation. 

It would take 60 votes in the 100-member 
Senate to cut off a filibuster and force a 
vote on any legislation empowering Dole to 
conclude a sale, and Norfolk Southern offi
cials say they have that much support. 

"As a matter of public policy, this Cthe 
Conrail sale] is a national issue," Norfolk 
Southern vice president Magda RataJski 
said last week. "But from a Senate perspec
tive, this ... is an issue only in the North
east," and that is where the opposition is 
centered, she contended. 

Opponents of the Norfolk Southern deal 
believe that they have the votes to keep a 
filibuster from being cut off. According to 
an aide to one opponent, there are no more 
than 45 senators, and perhaps fewer, who 
would vote to sell Conrail to the Virginia
based rail-holding company. 

The Senate currently is scheduled to 
debate the Conrail sale in early December. 
But it is doubtful that the legislation will be 
on the lawmakers' calendar even then 
unless answers are forthcoming to some key 
questions about the anti-competitive impact 
of the deal, among other problems. 

If any single issue has been instrumental 
in generating new opposition to a Norfolk 
Southern sale it has been renewed question
ing of the antitrust issues. 

If combined, the Conrail and Norfolk 
Southern systems would have more than 
30,000 miles of track, making the system the 
nation's largest. The Justice Department's 
antitrust division last January told Dole 
that merging the two companies would ille
gally destroy too much inter-rail competi
tion unless there were divestitures of cer
tain stretches of track to other railroads. 

Since Sept. l, there have been numerous 
fresh challenges to the plan Norfolk South
ern devised to sell off about 1,600 miles of 
track in the upper Midwest, northwestern 
Pennsylvania and New York state to two 
smaller railroad companies. 

The two smaller roads, Guilford Transpor
tation Industries and the Pittsburgh & Lake 
Erie <P&LE>. ostensibly would replace the 
competition that now exists between Con
rail and Norfolk Southern. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission, 
however, concluded in a report to Rep. 
James J. Florio <D., N.J.), chairman of the 
House transportation subcommittee over
seeing the sale, that both of the smaller 
railroads are likely to be driven out of busi
ness by the Conrail-Norfolk Southern 
system. 

The ICC report said that the financial via
bility of both the smaller companies is open 
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to question, and they could be expected to 
compete only a short time against the 
economies of scale the larger railroad could 
offer customers. 

"In the long run, it does not appear that 
Guilford will be a financially viable carrier," 
the report said. Later in the report, it 
added, "P&LE is not now a financially 
viable carrier and its acquisition of the new 
lines will not enable it to reverse its already 
precarious financial position." 

In an effort to solve part of the problem, 
Norfolk Southern and Guilford struck a re
vised agreement, giving Guilford the right 
to run freight trains over a 500-mile main
line track that now is operated by Conrail. 
The line, which is in first-class condition, 
runs from Toledo, Ohio, to St. Louis and 
has a 70-mile-per-hour speed limit. 

ANEW DEAL 

Under the new agreement, Guilford would 
only have to pay a fee, based on usage, to 
operate over the main-line track. Under the 
old agreement, Norfolk Southern would 
have sold Guilford a different, roughly par
allel track, now in the Norfolk Southern 
system, that has a 39-mile-per-hour speed 
limit, for $15 million. The track needs an es
timated $40 million in rehabilitation in 
order to bring it up to speeds competitive 
with the Conrail main line. 

Adding to the challenges that Norfolk 
Southern deal faces, the Justice Depart
ment's antitrust division, under a new chief, 
Douglas Ginsburg, in late September ex
pressed unhappiness with the Norfolk 
Southern divestiture agreements. 

Even with the revised Norfolk Southern 
agreement with Guilford, Ginsburg said he 
still was worried about how much serious 
competition the Norfolk Southern-Conrail 
system would have. 

Ginsburg's reservations were based largely 
on work done for Justice by R.L. Banks & 
Associates, a consulting firm, that investi
gated the financial strength of Guilford and 
P&LE and helped assess how competitive 
they could be. 

Needless to say, Ginsburg's final assess
ment of the whole transaction and its po
tential aftermath is eagerly awaited by all 
those following the sale, since the Senate is 
unlikely to vote on the Norfolk Southern 
deal before that happens, according to ob
servers. 

"Politically, the supporters of Norfolk 
Southern can't get a vote in the Senate with 
the Justice Department still out," said one 
government official, who asked not to be 
identified. "And it's unlikely that Jusatice 
will sign on this for at least two months." 

Several other factors also are working to 
keep either house of Congress from voting 
on a sale to Norfolk Southern this year, in
cluding the fact that the would-be Conrail 
owner still has no agreement with organized 
labor. The railroad's employees control the 
15 percent of Conrail's stock the govern
ment does not own. 

"There's going to be a lot of pressure in 
December Cin the Sena tel to adjoun," said 
one congressional staffer. "And there's 
going to be a lot of people asking, 'Why do I 
have to vote for this now?' Justice has not 
signed off, Norfolk Southern doesn't have a 
deal on the divestitures and it doesn't have 
a deal with labor." 

NORTH DAKOTA ADMISSION 
DAY 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I rise 
today in honor of North Dakota's 96th 

anniversary of statehood. Our history 
as a territory and a State is both long 
and proud. 

In 1682, the French explorer Robert 
Cavelier claimed all the land drained 
by the Mississippi River for the glory 
of France. This included the area that 
would become southwestern North 
Dakota near the Missouri River, which 
eventually flows into the Mississippi. 
The French also claimed a vast area 
south of Hudson Bay that encom
passed the northeastern portion of the 
Dakota territory. In 1713, France 
ceded the Hudson Bay territory to 
Great Britain. 

The French Canadian Pierre Gaul
tier de Varennes made the first Euro
pean exploration of what later became 
the Dakota territory in 1738. While 
looking for a westward route to the 
Pacific, Gaultier reached an Indian 
settlement at the modem-day site of 
Mandan, ND. Today, one can visit the 
restored Mandan Indians' dome
shaped lodges noted by archeologists 
for their unique design and extreme 
utility. 

Between 1762 and 1800, France and 
Spain exchanged their lands west of 
the Mississippi. In 1800, France again 
claimed the territory for its own. The 
mostly native Americans and the few 
white fur trappers and traders in the 
area in 1800 had already lived under 
the flags of two continental powers 
three different times. In 1803, the 
·united States took ownership of this 
territory from France as part of the 
Louisiana Purchase. 

Meriwether Lewis and William Clark 
almost immediately began the explo
ration of the territory for the Ameri
can Government in the Nation's quest 
for passage to the Pacific Ocean. They 
reached the Dakota Territory in Octo
ber 1804 and built Fort Mandan on a 
bank of the Missouri River, across 
from present-day Stanton. Except for 
a contingent of Scottish and Irish fam
ilies, who left soon after all of present
day North Dakota became U.S. terri
tory, there was almost no new settle
ment of the territory until the 1860's. 

President Lincoln created the 
Dakota Territory in 1861. It included 
present-day North Dakota and South 
Dakota and much of Montana and 
Wyoming. In 1863 the territory was 
opened for settlement, but the lure of 
free land was tempered by limited 
transportation and hostile relations 
with the Indians, which kept the pop
ulation sparse. With the surrender of 
the great Sioux chief, Sitting Bull, to 
the U.S. Cavalry in 1881, and the es
tablishment of "bonanza farms," large 
wheat farms ranging from 3,000 to 
65,000 acres, the land rush to the 
North Dakota territory began. 

For example, in 1870, 5 years before 
large-scale farming began, the territo
rial population was 2,405 persons. 
Only 20 years later, in 1890, the popu
lation had grown to 190,983. Farming 

had become firmly rooted as the 
State's major industry. It is estimated 
that North Dakota is the most agricul
ture-dependent State in the Nation, 
responsible for four-fifths of the value 
of all goods produced. 

With the advent of grain production 
in North Dakota, the territory was on 
its way to statehood-it had found its 
industry and its soul. In 1889, on No
vember 2, North Dakota became the 
39th State; South Dakota became the 
40th State on that same day. The land 
gave North Dakota territory its soul. 
Grain gave it its industry. Bountiful 
harvests gave it an ingathering of peo
ples from New England, the middle 
States, Scandinavia, and Northern 
Europe. On November 2, 1889, North 
Dakota became the 39th State in the 
Union. Our roots, our values, our tra
ditions are uniquely North Dakotan. 
They are also in the best traditions of 
our heritage as a nation and as a 
people. 

COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, if Presi

dent Reagan and Mikhail Gorbachev 
are to succeed in devising a formula to 
significantly limit nuclear and space 
weapons, they should first take a very 
fundamental step. That is to immedi
ately resume the negotiation of a 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. 

A comprehensive test ban CCTBl 
with rigorous onsite inspection and 
provisions could pave the way toward 
a freeze on the production and deploy
ment of nuclear weapons. It could 
help put an end to the constant 
parade of destabilizing nuclear innova
tions, which have failed to enhance 
our security. 

That is why I joined a bipartisan 
group of Senators in introducing 
Senate Joint Resolution 179, calling 
upon President Reagan to propose to 
the Soviet Union "the immediate re
sumption of negotiations toward con
clusion of a verifiable Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty." 

The administration abandoned CTB 
negotiations claiming that such a 
treaty would pose serious verification 
problems. 

Yet the administration has failed to 
admit to the significant progress 
which had been made with the Soviets 
in resolving issues which had seemed 
insurmountable, on terms proposed by 
the United States. 

Indeed, prior to U.S. withdrawal 
from CTB negotiations the Soviets 
had accepted a U.S. plan for conduct
ing onsite inspections to help resolve 
compliance questions. 

This was truly a historic achieve
ment. Failure to reach agreement on 
the issue of onsite inspections was one 
of the main reasons it was possible to 
only conclude a partial rather than a 
comprehensive test ban in 1963. 
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In another major breakthrough on 

verification, the Soviets had accepted 
a U.S. proposal for deployment of a 
network of sophisticated seismic moni
toring stations on their territory. Such 
seismic facilities inside the Soviet 
Union combined with our impressive 
existing national technical means of 
verification would give us a very effec
tive basis for verifying a CTB Treaty. 

In addition, Soviet willingness to 
accept these seismic stations on their 
territory represents a dramatic ad
vance in Soviet attitudes toward verifi
cation, with significant implications 
for future arms control agreements. 

Mr. President, as vice chairman of 
the Senate Select Committee on Intel
ligence, I can tell my colleagues that 
the kind of cooperative measures 
which the Soviets have agreed to in 
previous CTB negotiations would serve 
as very valuable principles for our ne
gotiators in Geneva-if they are imple
mented. 

It is ironic that an administration 
which refuses to have arms control 
without progress on verification issues 
would refuse to implement significant 
breakthroughs that improve the verifi
cation capabilities of the United 
States. 

Mr. President, last summer Premier 
Gorbachev proposed a 5-month mora
torium on nuclear testing, through De
cember of 1985. Rather than dismiss 
Gorbachev's off er as the administra
tion did, it could have used the Soviet 
proposal as a starting point for the re
sumption of the CTB negotiations. We 
could have insisted that the Soviets 
begin to implement some of the signif
icant onsite inspection procedures to 
which they had previously agreed in 
the CTB negotiations. 

These are objectives that can be 
achieved in Geneva. They are small 
steps which can have significant 
impact in creating the momentum re
quired for the negotiation of a new 
treaty. We must have the courage to 
take these small steps. 

THE JERUSALEM COMMITTEE 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, 15 

years ago, Teddy Kollek, the mayor of 
Jerusalem, appointed an international 
committee to advise him on the plan
ning of the city of Jerusalem. A distin
guished collection of planners, archi
tects, theologians, artists, and political 
administrations from diverse national, 
religious backgrounds and intellectual 
persuasions have grappled with the 
critical planning issues facing any city 
today-yet in Jerusalem those difficul
ties are magnified by the unique his
toric political and religious complex
ities of the great city of Jersualem. 

A recent article in the Boston Globe 
by the distinguished Brandeis profes
sor of law at Harvard University, 
Charles M. Haar, outlines many of the 
unique characteristics of the city of 

Jerusalem and underscores the great 
difficulties in preserving a proud cul
tural heritage within the ferment of 
social and demographic change. 

As Professor Haar writes: 
Modern Jerusalem is a quilt of many cul

tures, nationalities, religious, and ideologies. 
Old and new, ancient and modern, eternal 

and changing all express a diversity and 
largeness of spirit that the world, growing 
increasingly nationalistic and exclusionary, 
could well circulate. Thus Jerusalem, long a 
symbol of enduring values, continues to be a 
symbol of survival and cohesion in these 
troubled times. 

I urge my colleagues to read Prof es
sor Haar's informative article and ask 
unanimous consent that it may be 
placed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CFrom the Boston Globe, Aug. 20, 1985] 
PLANNING A BLEND OF THE OLD AND NEW IN 

JERUSALEM 

<By Charles M. Haar> 
Fully 15 years have passed since the irre

pressible mayor of Jerusalem, Teddy 
Kollek, appointed an international commit
tee of distinguished planners, architects, 
theologians, artists, and political adminis
trators from diverse national and religious 
backgrounds and intellectual persuasions to 
advise him on the planning of the city. If 
this takes political courage in any other city 
it does so tenfold in the great city of Jerusa
lem. 

Jerusalem has countless faces and multi
ple realities. There is the metaphysical Je
rusalem, the city of utopia arid apocalypse, 
of memory and desire, transformed by the 
imaginative power of saints, artists, schol
ars, and visionaries into a beacon to light 
the eternal aspirations of humanity. And 
there is the everyday city with over 400,000 
inhabitants grappling with the mundane ex
igencies of water and sewerage, housing and 
transportation, and the jobs, facilities, and 
services that modern urban populations re
quire. 

These two themes are in constant public 
view, both at the grand scale of Jerusalem 
as a whole and at the smaller scale of Arab
Jewish coexistence at the neighborhood and 
community level. 

This juxtaposition of the grand and the 
intimate has marked the deliberations of 
these international gatherings since 1970. 
The most recent meeting of the Jerusalem 
Committee this spring was no exception as 
it went about its task of reflecting on the 
design of this world center. The focus of the 
assembly has shifted over time. By compari
son with the initial plans, when grandiose 
visions for the city called forth schemes for 
urban clearance and development, the em
phasis has become more social and less 
physical, more concerned with how to ac
commodate diverse urban populations than 
with creating impressive architectural 
codes. Still, the framework created early on 
has been retained-the city-wide parks and 
greenbelts, the landmark buildings, the 
glowing stone, all help to preserve the city's 
historic as well as human scale. 

At this year's meeting, the focus on the 
city's Arab-Jewish relations and on the loca
tion and social composition of neighbor
hoods, both in the center and on the out
skirts, made questions of human needs in 
urban settings central to the discussions. 

The critical planning issues faced by Jerusa
lem are, of course, present in many parts of 
the world. The difference is that in Jerusa
lem they are magnified by the unique his
toric, political and religious complexities of 
this special citadel. 

As Jerusalem struggles to fulfill the needs 
and aspirations of its citizens, age-old ques
tions reemerge. What can phyical planning, 
architecture, and urban design contribute to 
the pressing problems of the day? How can 
a proud cultural heritage be preserved 
within the ferment of social and demo
graphic change? How can human beings, di
vided into ethnic enclaves within separate 
neighborhoods, flourish as one community? 

This past year, the stunning revitalization 
of the Old City culminated in the archeolog
ical revelation of the Tower of David. This 
slender tower looms in the dusk redolent 
with ancient promises and hopes of multi
tudes, a symbol of Jerusalem the eternal. 

And then there is the contemporary me
tropolis. Unlike many U.S. cities, Jerusalem 
suffers no urban sprawl, no devouring of the 
land by profit-hungry speculator, no waste 
of the infrastructure. Instead, it has man
aged to preserve both agricultural land and 
open space, scenic vistas and historic monu
ments. Not that Jerusalem has completely 
avoided sporadic flirtations with freeways or 
highrises, but in part because of Mayor Kol
lek's prescience, respect for meeting the 
human needs within the existing fabric has 
won out. 

Modern Jerusalem is a quilt of many cul
tures, nationalities, religions, and ideologies. 
Orthodox Jews vie for space and place with 
recent immigrants from Ethiopia: Arab pop
ulations coexist with settled European com
munities; scientific and technological cen
ters jostle ancient sites. Old and new, an
cient and modem, eternal and changing all 
express a diversity and largeness of spirit 
that the world, growing increasingly nation
alistic and exclusionary, could well emulate. 
Thus Jerusalem, long a symbol of enduring 
values, continues to be a symbol of survival 
and cohesion in these troubled times. 

ADDRESS BY ROBERT J. FITZPA
TRICK, DIRECTOR OF LOS AN
GELES FESTIVAL 
Mr. PELL, Mr. President, I would 

like to call my colleagues' attention to 
a very fine address given by Robert J. 
Fitzpatrick, director of the Los Ange
les Festival to the National Confer
ence of the American Council for the 
Arts. 

In his address, Mr. Fitzpatrick 
makes the point that the United 
States is a world leader, not merely in 
science, technology and business, but 
also in the cultural and artistic fields. 
It is an asset, however, on which we 
have failed to capitalize. The entire 
budget of the Arts America Program, 
that part of the U.S. Information 
Agency responsible for artistic and 
cultural exchange, is less than $3 mil
lion. 

Yet our cultural preeminence can be 
one of our most effective tools abroad, 
particularly behind the Iron Curtain 
and in Third World countries. In East
ern Europe and in the Soviet Union, 
American visitors are often accosted 
by citizens of those countries eager to 
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learn more about American art, Ameri
can literature, and other aspects of 
American culture. Showings of Ameri
can films, or American theatrical per
formances, are invariably sold out. 
Even in Moscow, an exhibition of 
American books can create something 
approaching a mob scene. 

In this address, Mr. Fitzpatrick 
offers a number of practical sugges
tions to enhance American cultural di
plomacy. In addition to urging a 
modest increase in the financial re
sources going to this purpose, Mr. Fitz
patrick puts forward the idea of creat
ing a "super cultural affairs officer" in 
some of our major Embassies. As Mr. 
Fitzpatrick points out, other countries 
have undertaken such a program and 
have benefited greatly from it. 

As a result of legislation I offered, 
and with the strong support of USIA 
Director Charles Wick, our education
al exchange programs have nearly 
doubled since 1981. As a result, the 
numbers of participants in the Ful
bright academic exchange programs 
and in the international visitor pro
grams have approached their historic 
high of the mid-1960's. The benefit of 
having teachers, scholars, and leaders 
in other countries familiar with Amer
ican society and political life is certain 
to be significant in the years to come. 

It is long past time for us to under
take a similar rebuilding of our artistic 
and cultural diplomacy. 

Mr. President, I ask that the text of 
Mr. Fitzpatrick's remarks be included 
in the RECORD. 

The text follows: 
NEW CONNECTIONS IN THE ARTS: A CULTURAL 

FOREIGN POLICY FOR AMERICA 

<Address by Robert J. Fitzpatrick> 
Quite simply stated, the current practice 

of cultural diplomacy by the United States 
is clearly inadquate and frequently embar
rassing. The United States is a world leader, 
not just in agriculture, science, technology 
and business, but also in most cultural and 
artistic fields; unfortunately, however, this 
country does not begin to derive the bene
fits which our position could offer. We con
sistently fail to use those things which 
could create a climate of tolerance and un
derstanding, interest and excitement which 
could only be beneficial to the United 
States. 

At the same time we are often ignorant of 
other cultures in a way that has become ex
tremely dangerous for us. In a country with 
a substantial and growing Hispanic popula
tion, we remain willfully ignorant of the 
language, literature and culture of Latin 
and South America. For parts of Texas, 
Florida and California, where the Latin pop
ulation will be a majority by the year 2000, 
this is a dangerous kind of ignorance that 
can make a city unliveable. 

In addressing these problems I am not 
suggesting the creation of a Ministry of Cul
ture nor necessarily suggesting the removal 
of cultural relations from the USIA or the 
State Department 

I am suggesting, however, that it is totally 
inappropriate to tell cultural attaches that 
their principal task is to explain the foreign 
policy of this President and to suggest that 

if they want to get involved with "cultural 
activities" it should be done in spare time. 

I recognize the legitimate and genuine 
need for an effective information program 
to support our foreign policy, but I lament 
the failure to distinguish between propagan
da needs and those of a cultural program 
which has different objectives, different 
methods and a decidedly different time 
frame. 

I think the time has come for a serious 
public examination of our cultural foreign 
policy. 

I think the time has come to separate the 
propaganda and information function from 
the intellectual and artistic responsibilities 
of cultural attaches. 

I think the time has come to evaluate the 
selection, training, mandate, and supervi
sion of our cultural affairs officers abroad. 

I think perhaps the time has even come to 
appoint a "super cultural affairs officer" in 
some of our major embassies, and to invite 
some of America's distinguished artists and 
intellectuals to participate in public service 
for two or three years. 

Mexico did not find its foreign policy 
weakened by having Octavio Paz as its Cul
tural Attache and subsequently Ambassador 
in several foreign countries. France did not 
find its interests poorly served by having 
Saint Jean Perse and other distinguished 
artists and intellectuals serving in embassies 
from Washington to Moscow. Greece did 
not find it inappropriate to appoint Melina 
Mercouri to be Minister of Culture with a 
mandate to engage in cultural diplomacy in 
major capitals of the world. America would 
not be embarrassed by having its poets and 
playwrights, painters, photographers, chor
eograpers and dancers, serving in embassies 
in Budapest, Brasilia or Beijing. 

Any successful effort to improve our cul
tural diplomacy, however, must be a joint 
public-private undertaking. In this we differ 
from other nations. Our diplomatic rela
tions are public and official, but our cultur
al life springs decidedly from the private 
sector with little or no government involve
ment and certainly no government control. 

There is another reason for private sector 
involvement, and that is money. It is unlike
ly that the American government in the im
mediate future will devote substantial new 
dollars for cultural diplomacy, yet present 
funding for international exchange is clear
ly not enough. 

The budget of Arts America, the division 
of the United States Information Agency re
sponsible for international exchange, is less 
than $3 million for 150 countries. This 
translates into a cultural exchange budget 
for a country like Ireland of $17 ,000 of 
which $16,200 was used one year for ad
vance work for a Presidential trip. It means 
less than $20,000 for a country like Italy 
whose help we need in host of areas, and 
scarcely more for a country like Japan 
where we desperately need to make friends 
and create a better understanding of our 
culture. 

Present policy is so perverse that we seem 
interested in fostering exchanges only with 
our moderate enemies and not with our 
friends nor with countries like the Soviet 
Union where our problems are the most 
severe. 

During the four years and 400,000 miles 
involved in organizing the Olympic Arts 
Festival and now in organizing the 1987 Los 
Angeles Festival, the most frequent ques
tion from ministers of culture and heads of 
state is, "Why is the United States so disin
terested and so unwilling to share its cul
ture and to welcome others?" 

Jack Lang complains with considerable 
justification that France is asked not only 
to fund French artists coming to the United 
States but American artists coming to 
France. Sekou Toure, the late President of 
Guinea, complained that he could get an ag
ricultural advisor within two weeks but in 
ten years he had not been able to get a 
single cultural group to his part of Africa. 
Melina Mercouri, in conversation today, in
dicated that in order to change the some
what anti-American sentiment in Greece 
she would like to organize an American fes
tival in Greece and a Greek festival in the 
United States, but she could find no inter
locutor, no government agency with an in
terest, a mandate or a budget to become in
volved in the project. 

Other countries have wisely taken a dif
ferent approach. When the President of 
China visited the United States recently, 
the first item on his agenda with Mayor 
Bradley of Los Angeles was to ask if another 
Chinese performing company could partici
pate in the 1987 Festival, since the Chin~se 
appearance during the Olympic Arts Festi
val in 1984 had resulted in so much good 
will and a better understanding of China. 

The United States has paid attention to 
cultural foreign policy only as negative le
verage. It is used as the first and mildest 
form of diplomatic rebuke in difficult times, 
but it is hard to imagine there is anyone 
inside the government or out who truly be
lieves that peace is fostered, detente encour
aged and understanding increased by deny
ing Soviet artists the right to perform in the 
United States and by preventing American 
artists from performing in the U.S.S.R. It is 
hard to imagine that linking the signing of 
a cultural exchange agreement between the 
United States and the U.S.S.R. with other 
agreements on air safety and a host of other 
issues has contributed to better relations be
tween our two countries. 

In 1961, shortly after he was inaugurated, 
John Kennedy stated, "Art is not a form of 
propaganda but an instrument of truth . . . 
in a free society, art is not a weapon." 

It is worth remembering this caveat today 
as we seek to develop for the first time an 
American cultural foreign policy. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have 

been discussing the program for today 
with the distinguished minority 
leader, and I think his suggestion is a 
good one, that we take up the State 
Department, Justice, and Commerce 
appropriations bill and set aside the 
farm bill until at least 1 o'clock. If we 
are near completion at 1 o'clock on the 
appropriations bill, we can even 
extend that period. 

I also advise my colleagues who may 
be monitoring in their office that we 
do have the debt-ceiling problem 
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today. My understanding is the House 
of Representatives may have their 
first vote around 12:30 p.m. and then, 
depending on what happens on the 
first vote on the so-called Democratic 
plan, if that fails, then there will be a 
Republican plan that will come at 3:30 
p.m. or 4 p.m., and that has to be sent 
over to the Senate, and we have to 
take action of some kind. 

I urge my colleagues or at least alert 
my colleagues that there is a possibili
ty of a late afternoon or evening ses
sion. So they can adjust themselves ac
cordingly. 

It is also my hope that we can have a 
vote on the farm bill today, at least on 
the pending amendment, one way or 
another get a vote on that amendment 
to indicate that we are making 
progress. It seems. to me once we have 
a vote on the commodity section many 
of the other 60-some amendments will 
disappear. 

I think I have clearly stated the ini
tial agreement. Is that correct? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished majority leader. If 
he would specifically suggest 1 o'clock 
rather than "at least." 

Mr. DOLE. I said not before 1 
o'clock. 

Mr. BYRD. I thought the Senator 
said at least 1 o'clock. If he said 1 spe
cifically there would be no objection. 

Mr. DOLE. By 1 o'clock. We stay on 
this bill until 1 o'clock and maybe 
beyond if we are making real progress. 

Mr. BYRD. As I understand the re
quest, then, the farm bill would be 
temporarily laid aside until 1 o'clock. 

Mr. DOLE. That is correct. 
Mr. BYRD. I thank the majority 

leader. 
Mr. DOLE. I also indicate to my col

leagues we will probably have at least 
two or three votes on the pending bill. 
One will come very quickly on the 
amendment of the distinguished Sena
tor from New Jersey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morn
ing business is closed. 

COMMERCE, JUSTICE, AND 
STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND 
RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1986 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
now turn to the consideration of Cal
endar No. 338, H.R. 2965, the State
Justice-Commerce appropriations bill 
and that under the earlier agreement 
with the distinguished minority leader 
we stay on this bill until 1 o'clock at 
least. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill <H.R. 2965) making appropriations 

for the Departments of Commerce, Justice, 
and State, and Judiciary, and related agen
cies for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1986, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Kansas? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
resumed consideration of the bill. 

Pending: 
Helms-Armstrong Amendment No. 884, to 

provide that no funds provided under the 
Act shall be used to pay for abortions for 
which Federal funds are not available under 
the Medicare program <title XIX of the 
Social Security Act>. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, the 
pending business at this time is the 
Helms amendment; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the pending amendment. 

Mr. RUDMAN. There has been 
unanimous consent to lay aside the 
committee amendment in order to con
sider the Helms amendment; is that 
correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate be 
allowed to lay aside the pending 
Helms amendment and that at the 
conclusion of the consideration of the 
next amendment, it then again 
become the pending business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 941 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Jersey CMr. LAu

TENBERGl (for himself and Mr. BRADLEY) pro
poses an amendment numbered 941. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
reading of the amendment be dis
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 11, after line 23, insert the fol

lowing new section: 
SEc. 105. None of the funds made available 

in this or any other Act shall be obligated or 
expended to plan to relocate, or to relocate 
the National Marine Fisheries Service's 
Sandy Hook Laboratory, or any of its activi
ties or programs, out of New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I have a simple amendment which I 
understand is acceptable to the man
agers of this bill. 

Mr. President, a few weeks ago, on 
September 22, 1985, a fire destroyed a 
portion of the Sandy Hook Laborato
ry. This laboratory conducts research 
which has led to significant advances 
in our understanding of the marine 
ecosystem. My amendment provides 

for the building of this important re
search facility in New Jersey. 

The laboratory, which was estab
lished by Congress in 1960, is devoted 
to the study of marine life. Its work 
has led to significant advances in our 
understanding of the marine ecosys
tem and to addressing marine pollu
tion problems off the New Jersey 
coast. Over the last 4 years, the Con
gress, recognizing the importance of 
this laboratory, has consistently re
jected the administration's attempts 
to discontinue funding for some of the 
laboratory's research efforts. 

The Senate Appropriations Commit
tee was concerned about the loss of 
this facility and the impact this loss 
will have on ongoing efforts to in
crease our understanding of the 
marine environment. To begin to ad
dress this loss, the committee's report 
on the Commerce, State, Justice ap
propriations bill requests that the Ad
ministrator of the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration 
submit to the committee by February 
1, 1986, a report outlining options and 
associated cost estimates for perma
nently replacing the facility in New 
Jersey, and the agency's preferred 
option. The report also shall discuss 
the adequacy of the remaining facili
ties of the laboratory for conducting 
research activities. 

Unfortunately, I understand that 
there have been some efforts to use 
the fire at the laboratory as an excuse 
to dispose or eliminate its functions. 
These efforts are inconsistent with the 
language in the Senate Appropriations 
Committee report which assumes 
NOAA will replace the destroyed facil
ity in New Jersey. 

My amendment will preclude any ef
forts to move the Sandy Hook Labora
tory. It prohibits NOAA from spend
ing any funds to plan to move the lab
oratory or any of its programs or ac
tivities out of New Jersey. This will 
give NOAA an opportunity to prepare 
the report requested by the Senate 
Appropriations Committee and will 
provide the . committee with a chance 
to review the various options for re
building the destroyed building in New 
Jersey. 

Mr. President, New Jersey has a long 
coastline of some 370 miles. Along this 
coastline are some of the most beauti
ful beaches on the east coast, a fragile 
ecology, and extensive fisheries re
sources. New Jersey's economy is heav
ily dependent on keeping our coastal 
waters healthy. Our tourist industry, 
along with a more than $1 billion per 
year commercial and recreational 
marine fishing industry, depend on 
the health of our coastal waters. The 
Sandy Hook Laboratory's research and 
monitoring efforts have played a criti
cal role in identifying the sources of 
degradation of these waters and ad
dressing marine pollution problems off 
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our coast. It is essential that the 
Sandy Hook Laboratory continue to 
perform these functions. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD an 
article describing the valuable work of 
the Sandy Hook Laboratory from the 
Newark Star Ledger. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Loss OF LAB IN FIRE LEAVES A BIG VOID IN 
MARINE SCIENCE 

<By Kitta MacPherson> 
The giant, Victorian-sized windows that 

once looked out on the cobalt-blue harbor of 
Sandy Hook Bay are gone now. Only a 
charred hulk of the three-story building re
mains, looking as forlorn as any shipwreck. 

Gone also are the pipes that supplied run
ning sea water and the holding tanks for 
the schools of bluefish that were once 
housed in the structure. The everyday 
equipment that almost defines laboratory 
life like test tubes, microscopes and vials of 
chemicals are nothing more than black 
rubble now. Of all the debris, most disquiet
ing though are the scraps of lab notebooks 
containing scientific data accumulated 
through countless experiments, expeditions 
and random thoughts. 

The National Marine Fisheries Center at 
Sandy Hook is still operating shy of its prin
cipal laboratory building which was gutted 
in a deliberately set fire Sept. 21. That is, its 
displaced scientists have been moved into 
makeshift quarters at the lab's ad.ministra
tion building, which had already contained 
some labs. The principal task before the re
located researchers is to sort through what 
has been retrieved and to assess the extent 
of the loss and what must be done to recov
er. 

It is an immense task. 
In some cases, it is difficult to know where 

to begin. The library had housed 35,000 vol
umes representing the best collection any
where concerning marine science. With the 
card catalog among the missing, it will be 
difficult, to say the least, to reassemble such 
an assortment. The lack of a facility also 
handicaps researchers working on studies in 
-the highly inter-disciplinary marine sci
ences, since they must go elsewhere every 
time they need to consult reference materi
al. 

Samples representing the catches of 
month-long scientific voyages up and down 
the East Coast were killed in the blaze. Re
search reports that took months of inter
preting data, making calculations and cull
ing reference materials are gone. 

No one is sure just what the impact on sci
ence will be. The 25-year-old lab, funded by 
the federal National Oceanic and Atomos
pheric Administration <NOAA), represented 
to many an unbiased, objective eye on the 
state of the East Coast marine environment. 
One of the tops of the country in its disci
pline, its responsibilities covered the habitat 
between Cape Hatteras and Nova Scotia. 

Perhaps more than most areas, New 
Jersey residents benefited enormously from 
the lab's research. To speak the obvious, the 
Jersey shore is an integral part of the 
state's economy. It's contribution to the 
tourism industry, through recreational fish
ing and swimming, as well as the booming 
population growth in the regions close to it, 
have been well documented. In short, it is 
vital to the Garden State that the marine 
environment be preserved. Nobody wants to 

swim in or eat fish out of dangerously pol
luted water. Nobody will want to live near it 
either. 

Without the power to regulate or really to 
point fingers, scientists at the lab for years 
have been quietly studying our changing 
marine environment. The area known as the 
12-mile dump site a dozen miles east of 
Sandy Hook where New York and New 
Jersey dump their concentrated sewage has 
been a focus of study for the scientists for 
years. Now that the states under congres
sional mandate are preparing to release the 
sludge farther out in the ocean, the lab's 
continued research in the area will be of 
particular importance. 

Of course, the science spans more than 
sludge sites. If cod eggs are changing for the 
worse, or if the bluefish breeding off New 
Jersey's shores should move elsewhere to 
breed, the scientists will know and they will 
try to understand why. They have the ex
pertise and years of data to back up their 
findings. Commercial and recreational fish
ermen also know they have friends in the 
lab's scientists, who have always consulted 
with them. 

A lot of people besides lab personnel are 
worried about the facility's future. The 99-
year-old building that contained the lab, 
built as an Army hospital, may be unfit for 
renovation since it is deemed "historic" and 
is the property of the National Park Service 
which manages Gateway National Park at 
Sandy Hook. 

Legislators are trying to do their part Sen. 
Frank Lautenberg <D-NJ> and Rep. James 
Howard <D-3d Dist.> have launched efforts 
calling upon Congress to underwrite the res
toration of the laboratory. But the federal 
funding picture is uncertain. The federal 
budget deficit is a key topic this year, 
making funding outlays difficult to engi
neer. Also, NOAA has not been a big winner 
in the budget battles of recent years. 

It is time for New Jersey to step in. The 
New Jersey Marine Sciences Consortium, 
operating through federal and state fund
ing, already exists in the state with its scien
tists conducting research. In addition, the 
New Jersey Commission on Science and 
Technology this summer established a 
"technology extension center" in fisheries 
and aquaculture to aid and eventually help 
modernize the industry. 

But these programs are hardly enough to 
represent what should be the true scope of 
the state's research investment in marine 
science. Perhaps a "center of excellence" in
cluding the efforts underway as well as the 
federal laboratory is what is needed. 

If the fire-gutted lab flounders because of 
funding problems, we will have ourselves, 
among others, to blame. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
just to summarize the statement that 
I made. This amendment reconfirms 
the building of this important re
search facility in New Jersey. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate? 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from New Jersey is acceptable on this 
side and I believe it is acceptable on 
the other side as well. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, it is 
acceptable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from New Jersey. 

The amendment <No. 941> was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 942 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the immediate con
sideration of the amendment? 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
renew my unanimous-consent request 
that the pending amendment offered 
by the Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. HELMsl and the committee 
amendment both be temporarily laid 
aside and they become the pending 
business at the conclusion of the dis
cussion and action on the amendment 
to be offered by the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment will be stated. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Jersey CMr. LAu

TENBERG] proposes an amendment numbered 
942. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
reading of the amendment be dis
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following: 
SEC. . The United States' share of 

amounts budgeted by the United Nations 
and its specialized agencies for projects or 
entities which benefit the Palestine Libera
tion Organization shall be withheld from 
funds provided in this Act for assessed con
tributions to International Organizations. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
this amendment will prohibit U.S. dol
lars contributed under the assessed 
U.S. contribution to the United Na
tions from being provided to the PLO. 
U.S.-assessed contributions go to sup
port the U.N. Secretariat among other 
functions. The Secretariat includes 
the division on Palestinian rights and 
the committee on the exercise of the 
inalienable rights of the Palestinian 
people. The committee holds meetings 
and symposia and lectures at schools 
and colleges on Palestinian issues; the 
division on Palestinian rights provides 
administrative services to the commit
tee. My amendment will make clear 
that the United States does not intend 
for any of its assessed dues to go 
toward support of these units of the 
Secretariat. 
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Mr. President, I have discussed this 

amendment with the managers of the 
bill and they have no objection to it. 
However, I believe that this issue is 
important enough, given recent 
events, that the Senate should go on 
record on the amendment. Therefore, 
at the conclusion of my remarks, I will 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. President, this amendment is 
consistent with longstanding U.S. 
policy that we do not provide financial 
support to the PLO. For the last sever
al years, the foreign assistance appro
priations bill has prohibited the use of 
U.S. voluntary contributions to the 
United Nations for any programs for 
the PLO. Voluntary contributions to 
t he United Nations, unlike assessed 
contributions, are determined by each 
donor country. This year's foreign as
sistance appropriations bill carries 
similar language as bills in prior years. 
No U.S. voluntary cont ributions to the 
United Nations can be used for pro
grams for the PLO. 

In addition, since 1980, the State De
partment authorization bill h as con
tained language that reduces the U.S. 
assessed contribution, which is 25 per
cent of the U.N. budget, by the 
amount that would have otherwise 
been committed to projects that bene
fit the PLO. Pursuant to this restric
tion, the State Department has been 
withholding approximately $1 million 
from the United Nations and 
UNESCO until we withdrew from 
UNESCO in the first of the year. 

My amendment is consistent with 
the policy established in the State De
partment authorization bill. It is im
portant that this prohibition of use of 
U.S. funds by the United Nations for 
assistance to the PLO be reaffirmed in 
the Commerce, Justice, State appro
priations bill because the appropria
tions process is the final arbiter of 
how this country actually spends its 
money. 

We must reaffirm that America will 
not provide financial support to t he 
PLO since the PLO represents the an
tithesis of American values and moral
ity. It is committed, on paper and in 
practice, to the destruction of one of 
our closest allies, Israel. And terror is 
its chosen means of achieving its goals. 
Recent events only confirm this con
clusion. 

Mr. President, the PLO charter, 
which sets out the operating principles 
of the organization, makes this crystal 
clear. The PLO charter defines all of 
Israel as part of Palestine, and de
scribes "armed struggle" as the only 
way to liberate Palestine. The charter 
asserts that participation in the armed 
struggle is the first priority for Pales
tinians, and that the Palestinian 
people reject all solutions which are 
substitutes for total liberation of Pal
estine. 

The PLO's actions confirm its belief 
in that charter. The PLO recently jet-

tisoned a planned meeting with Brit
ish Foreign Secretary Sir Geoffrey 
Howe because its representatives 
would not sign a statement acknowl
edging Israel's right to exist and re
nouncing terrorism. And the PLO's 
role in the hijacking of the Achille 
Lauro, where hundreds of innocent va
cationers were terrorized for 2 days 
and a wheelchair-bound American Jew 
was brutally killed, becomes daily 
more apparent. 

In addition, the PLO has claimed re
sponsibility for hundreds, if not thou
sands, of terrorist acts against inno
cent civilians, not only Israelis, over 
the last decade. The Israeli Govern
ment recently released a document 
containing classified intelligence indi
cating t hat since the February 11, 
1985, signing of the Hussein-Arafat 
agreement, 380 terror attacks or at
tempted attacks have been launched 
against Israel, resulting in 19 deaths 
and more than 100 persons wounded. 

The PLO is commit ted to terrorism, 
not peace. They reject U.N. R esolution 
242. They reject direct negotiat ions 
with Israel. They reject American 
peace proposals. They are committ ed 
to the promotion of terrorism against 
Israel and an yone who may be black
mailed into supporting their goals. 
They do not deserve our aid. Yasir 
Arafat's continued failure to indicate 
his acceptance of U.N. Resolutions 224 
and 338 only confirms these conclu
sions. 

Mr. President, if America is truly op
posed to terrorism, we should put our 
money where our mouth is. We should 
stop financing groups whose modus 
operandi is terror ism. I urge my col
leagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that Senator 
WILSON of Calif omia, may be added as 
a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from New Jersey is correct. 
The managers of the bill are in agree
ment with the Senator from New 
Jersey. I understand his desire to dem
onstrate the strong support of the U.S. 
Senate for the position articulated in 
the amendment. I believe we are prob
ably ready for a vote, unless my friend 
from South Carolina wishes to com
ment. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, we 
accept the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate? If not, the clerk 
will call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
COHEN). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

The question now recurs on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator 
from New Jersey. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

Senator from Pennsylvania CMr. 
HEINZ], the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
STEVENS], and the Senator from Wyo
ming CMr. WALLOP l are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Pennsyl
vania CMr. HEINZ] would vote "yea." 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Texas CMr. BENT
SEN], the Senator from Louisiana CMr. 
J OHNSTON], the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. DODD], the Senator from 
Hawaii [Mr. MATSUNAGA], and the Sen
ator from Montana CMr. MELCHER] are 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber wishing to vote? 

The result was announced- yeas 90, 
nays 2, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 271 Leg.] 

YEAS-90 
Abdnor Garn Metzenbaum 
Andrews Glenn Mitchell 
Armstrong Gore Moynihan 
Baucus Gorton Murkowski 
Biden Gramm Nickles 
Bingaman Grassley Nunn 
Boren Harkin Packwood 
Boschwitz Hart Pell 
Bradley Hatch Pressler 
Bumpers Hatfield Proxmire 
Burdick Hawkins Pryor 
Byrd Hecht Quayle 
Chafee Heflin Riegle 
Chiles Helms Rockefeller 
Cochran Hollings Roth 
Cohen Humphrey Rudman 
Cranston Inouye Sar banes 
D'Amato Kassebaum Sasser 
Danforth Kasten Simon 
De Concini Kennedy Simpson 
Denton Kerry Specter 
Dixon Lautenberg Stafford 
Dole Laxalt Stennis 
Domenlcl Leahy Symms 
Duren berger Levin Thurmond 
Eagleton Long Trible 
East Lugar Warner 
Evans Mattingly Weicker 
Exon McClure Wilson 
Ford McConnell Zorinsky 

NAYS-2 
Goldwater Mathias 

NOT VOTING-8 
Bentsen Johnston Stevens 
Dodd Matsunaga Wallop 
Heinz Melcher 

So the amendment <No. 942) was 
agreed to. 
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Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which 
t he amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I yield 
to t he majority leader. 

ANNOUNCEMENT ON DEBT 
LIMIT EXTENSION 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I want to 
make an announcement for some of 
my colleagues who were not around 
earlier. We indicated earlier that we 
hoped to complete our action in the 
Senate today by 4 o'clock. That is still 
our h ope. I want t o alert my col
leagues on both sides that there is an
other little ingredient we did not an
ticipate. That is the debt limit exten
sion. The House is not going to start 
voting until around 12:30 today. That 
is the first vote. There could be a 
second vote to come around 3:30. We 
will have to take some action. 

I suppose I should apologize to my 
colleagues for not anticipating that, 
but I am at least alerting them that 
what we hoped would be 4 o'clock de
parture could be postponed depending 
on the House action. 

If that package then comes to the 
Senate, it is hoped we could have a 
vote fairly soon, but that is a possibili
ty that may happen. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I wish to 
underline what the distinguished ma
jority leader has just said. Senator 
CHILES is here. If he would like to say 
anything on this point, I think it is 
urgent that Members on both sides be 
well aware of what the problems are 
and what the probabilities may be and 
then schedule their departures accord
ingly. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am 
happy to yield to the Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr . President, I just 
concur in what the majority leader 
said. That is that I have learned from 
the House that it will probably be at 
least 3 p.m. before they finish any 
action they take and by the time the 
papers can get here, it has to be after 
4. I think Members ought to be on 
notice that if we are going to do some
thing about the debt limit today, it 
might not be a good time to be home if 
we had not done something. 

Mr. DOLE. That is correct. I think it 
is a tough situation. My view is that 
Members ought to catch later flights. 

COMMERCE, JUSTICE AND 
STATE, THE JUDICIARY AND 
RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1986 
The Senate continued with consider

ation of the bill <H.R. 2965). 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
Helms amendment and the pending 
committee amendment be temporarily 
laid aside but would then be in order 
as the next order of business at the 
conclusion and disposition of the next 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
TIME LIMITATION AGREEMENT-AMENDMENT NO. 

943 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, before 
yielding the floor, I wish to ask the 
distinguished Senator from Rhode 
Island if he can tell us how long this 
amendment might take. My under
standing is that it might take 10 or 15 
minutes on this side. 

Mr. CHAFEE. That is not my under
standing. On this side, I would think it 
would take a half to three-quarters of 
an h our because we h ave several 
people wishing to speak. Therefore, 
that would add up to an h our and a 
h alf equally divided, which would be 
agreeable to me. If the other side were 
shorter, fine. If we are shorter, we can 
yield back, but I shall have to let them 
decide. 
If there is a time urgency here- are 

there amendments stacked up? I got 
the impression that we are waiting for 
things around here. I would feel more 
conf ortable with an hour and half 
equally divided, but if this is a strain, I 
would take an hour equally divided. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, if I 
could respond to the Senator from 
Rhode Island, it is my belief we could 
probably dispose of this within an 
hour, assuming it is all right on the 
other side of the aisle, and I think it 
is. 

If we could agree on a 1 hour time
frame we could possibly propound a 
unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. CHAFEE. All right, let us go 
with an hour equally divided. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that on the 
Chaf ee amendment, which I believe 
will be the next amendment to be con
sidered, the time be 1 hour divided 
equally, 30 minutes to a side. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, and I shall not, if 
it is agreeable with the two managers, 
could we add a provision that there be 
no amendments in order to this 
amendment? 

Mr. RUDMAN. I would be amenable 
to that. 

Mr. BYRD. I am concerned that 
some strange amendment might come 
in with no time left to debate it. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I so amend my unan
imous-consent request, Mr. President. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, since it 
is my amendment, I would like to be 
consulted. Wha~ is the request? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. That there be no 
amendment to the Senator's amend
ment. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I agree to that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 943 

<Purpose: To cut funding for the Economic 
Development Administration> 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The ~istant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Rhode Island CMr. 
CHAFEEJ for himself, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. 
ARMSTRONG, Mr. DOMENIC!, Mr. BOSCHWITZ, 
Mr. NICKLES, Mr. SIMPSON, and Mr. PROX
MIRE, proposes an amendment numbered 
943. 

On page 2, beginning with line 23, strike 
out all through line 10 on page 3. 

On page 3, line 14, strike out "$24,450,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$15,000,000". 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, the co
sponsors of this amendment are Sena
tors HUMPHREY, PROXMIRE, ARM
STRONG, DOMENIC!, BOSCHWITZ, NICK
LES, and SIMPSON. 

Mr. President, if I could have order, 
please? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate appears to be in order; more 
order than I have seen this morning. 

Mr. CHAFEE. That is splendid. I 
hope it continues to be that way. 

What this amendment does is delete 
funding for the Economic Develop
ment Administration. The Economic 
Development Administration is no 
longer needed and, under the budget
ary constraints the Nation is currently 
operating under, we can no longer 
afford it. Frankly, Mr. President, if we 
were starting from scratch with a $200 
billion deficit and somebody came to 
this floor and said, "Let us start an 
EDA program," it would not get a 
single vote, in my judgment. We would 
not launch into this program. What 
my amendment does is delete $160 mil
lion in appropriated funds for EDA's 
grant ~!stance programs. 

It also terminates authorization for 
a loan guarantee program of up to 
$150 million. We retain $15 million to 
provide salaries and expenses for 1 
year during the termination phase. 

Mr. President, in May, the Senate 
adopted a budget plan to reduce the 
deficit by $56 billion in the next fiscal 
year and by nearly $300 billion over 
the next 3 years. The Senate plan pro
vided for greater savings than both 
the House budget and the final confer
ence agreement. 

The greatest distinction of the Sen
ate's plan was that it provided for a 
sense of priorities. If we can character
ize that sense of priorities, it was that 
we supported people programs and cut 
back on "thing" programs. Mr. Presi
dent, this is clearly a "thing" program. 
It does not help provide nutrition for 
expectant mothers, it does not help 
poor families on welfare. it does not 
provide educational opportunities for 
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youngsters in America. It is a "thing" 
program. I just believe that there 
comes a time when there has to be a 
sense of priorities. 

At this time, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an article from the New 
York Times of March 31, 1985, which 
reports on a very fine speech that was 
given by the senior Senator from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] at Hofstra 
University, Long Island. This is what 
the senior Senator from Massachu
setts said: 
. "The mere existence of a program is no 
excuse for its perpetuation-whether it is a 
welfare plan or a weapons system," he con
tinued. "Too much of the public housing 
that was built in past decades, too many of 
our public service Jobs and public assistance 
programs have done too little to break the 
cycle of poverty and dependence, and too 
often they have proved to be counterpro
ductive." 

He warned his party "against simply 
imitating Republican programs. 'We 
must off er new ideas.' " 

Mr. President, what the Senator 
from Massachusetts was saying is that 
because a program is there does not 
mean it has to be perpetuated. 

Mr. Kennedy's remarks were welcomed 
today by Robert C. Byrd, the West Virginia 
Democrat who is the Senate Minority 
Leader. 

Senator George J. Mitchell, Democrat of 
Maine, echoed that view. "Sure I agree with 
him," he said of Mr. Kennedy. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NEW APPROACHES AsKED BY KENNEDY 

<By Fay S. Joyce> 
Senator Edward M. Kennedy, who for 

many years has symbolized Democratic 
Party Liberalism, has summoned his party 
to search for "new approaches" to the needs 
of the country. if it is to win back the faith 
of the people. 

In a speech at Hofstra University on Long 
Island Friday and in remarks to a group of 
other Democratic Senators yesterday in 
West Virginia, Mr. Kennedy apparently 
sought to shift both his party and his own 
political image toward the center. 

"One thing is certain," he said in the Hof
stra speech. "We cannot and should not 
depend on higher tax revenues to roll in and 
redeem every costly program. Those of us 
who care about domestic progress must do 
more with less." 

"The mere existence of a program is no 
excuse for its perpetuation-whether it is a 
welfare plan or a weapons system," he con
tinued. "Too much of the public housing 
that was built in past decades, too many of 
our public service jobs and public assistance 
programs have done too little to break the 
cycle of poverty and dependence, and too 
often they have proved to be counterpro
ductive." 

It was the Massachusetts Senator's first 
policy address since Walter F. Mondale's 
crushing defeat in the 1984 Presidential 
campaign, and it reflected continuing 
debate within the party over how the Demo
crats can best recover from that loss. 

In an interview from Shepardstown, 
W.Va., where he joined 36 other Senate 
Democrats meeting to assess their party's 
needs, Mr. Kennedy said his views should 
not be seen as an abandonment of trandi
tional liberal concerns for equality, compari
son and assistance for the poor. "We cannot 
abandon the fundamental values," he said. 

But in several areas, including welfare 
reform, hospital costs, and education, he 
continued "you could get more value for the 
dollar." In Massachusetts, programs like 
educational training are helping to cut wel
fare rolls, he said, and such programs 
should be preserved. 

As he took a break from the Democratic 
meeting, Mr. Kennedy said he hoped that 
the Friday address he gave in Hempstead, 
LI., had outlined "useful paths" for the 
Democratic Party to guide them in debates 
before Congress and in winning back public 
confidence. 

SOME FAILURES CITED 

He asserted that some of his party's pro
grams had failed. He called on the party to 
"reinvigorate itself" with new ideas and 
shed its image as the captive of constituency 
groups such as labor, women and minorities. 

"We must understand that there is a dif
ference between being a party that cares 
about labor and being a labor party," he 
said. "There is a difference between being a 
party that cares about women and being the 
women's party. And we can and we must be 
a party that cares about minorities without 
becoming a minority party." 

"We are citizens first-and constituencies 
second," he said to sustained applause. 

He also warned Democrats against simply 
imitating Republican programs. "We must 
offer new ideas, but they must be more than 
retreads of the reactionary postrums of this 
day," the Senator said. 

"Our truest challenge is not to abandon 
our identity, but to be what we have been at 
our best-an agent of progress, ready to 
refine our policies, anxious to refresh our 
faith and unwilling to retreat from funda
mental principles," he told an audience 
gathered at Hofstra to study the Adminis
tration of his slain brother, John F. Kenne
dy. 

With speculation already beginning about 
who might run for President in 1988, the 
Senator's remarks reflected his determina
tion to be at the forefront of the debate 
over the party's future. Mr. Kennedy has 
been keeping open the possibility that he 
might seek the Presidency again and aides 
said that regardless of whether he does, he 
intends to help shape the party's course. 

COMMENTS ON REAGAN 

Mr. Kennedy's remarks were welcomed 
today by Robert C. Byrd, the West Virginia 
Democrat who is the Senate Minority 
Leader. "I think everybody knows some pro
grams have failed," he said in an interview, 
"but the Democratic Party has always been 
willing to experiment." 

Senator George J. Mitchell, Democrat of 
Maine, echoed that view. "Sure I agree with 
him," he said of Mr. Kennedy. Reflecting 
the growing consensus among Democrats 
that the party must be seen as standing for 
something other than protecting popular 
spending programs, Mr. Mitchell asked, "Is 
there anyone who hasn't said that in the 
last six months?" 

In his Hofstra address, Mr. Kennedy cred
ited President Reagan with restoring the 
presidency "as a vigorous, purposeful instru
ment of national leadership." Although he 
criticized the president on a number of for-

eign and domestic policy fronts, he suggest
ed the Republican's victory had been a gen
uine one and not a victory based on an ef
fective television presence. 

"The critical question" is not what voters 
failed to see, he said, "but what we failed to 
show." 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, the 
Econoinic Development Adininistra
tion is a program whose time has come 
and gone. At least we thought it was 
gone. Mr. President, I serve on the au
thorizing committee for this program, 
which is the Environment and Public 
Works Committee. That committee 
has jurisdiction over EDA. The com
mittee that oversees the program has 
not seen fit to reauthorize it since 
1982. Yet, it shows extraordinary resil
ience for some peculiar reason. It is 
the Rasputin of Federal programs. It 
cannot be killed off for some reason. It 
refuses to die. Since 1982, when the 
committee stopped authorizing it, it 
keeps coming back, despite the annual 
growth of the deficits from $127 bil
lion to currently over $200 billion. 

Now, the bill before us includes, as I 
say, $160 million for EDA next year. 
That may not sound like a mammoth 
sum; cutting out $160 million is not 
going to balance the budget. I agree 
with that, but again let me say, Mr. 
President, if EDA did not exist and 
somebody came to this floor and said, 
"I propose the commencement of a 
program called EDA," despite the fact 
we are running $200 billion deficits, I 
doubt if it would get a vote. I doubt if 
those who are going to rise with emo
tional appeals for the sustenance of 
EDA would vote for the commence
ment of this program if it were not 
there. 

Mr. President, here we are, right 
down to really a gut choice. Do we 
want to do something about the defi
cits? Do we want to do something 
about the handicaps that are placed 
upon our manufacturers who are 
trying to compete abroad with the 
high dollar, with high interest rates? 
Or, do we want to get the deficit down 
so that our manufacturers abroad can 
complete in a more equitable fashion? 
Every dollar we add to the deficit 
means fewer jobs for American work
ers. It means a decline in our standard 
of living. 

Mr. President, I ask if the Chair 
would be good enough to let me know 
when 10 minutes of my time have ex
pired. How much time has gone now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has consumed 6 minutes. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the Chair. If 
the Chair would alert me at 10 min
utes, I would appreciate it. 

Mr. President, EDA was created to 
spur public works investment in our 
Nation's most distressed communities. 
I call the Chair's attention to this sta
tistic. This was a program to help de
pressed areas of our Nation. At the 
outset, 12 percent of the Nation was 
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eligible. But since no self-respecting 
Congressman or Senator could pass up 
this pork, they kept enlarging the def
inition of depressed areas so that cur
rently 85 percent of the United States 
of America is classified as a depressed 
area in order to qualify for this 
money. I do not know whether Grosse 
Pointe is in there, I do not know 
whether Palm Springs is in there, or 
Stuart, FL, but I would not be sur
prised if they are there to get a little 
bit of this handout. 

Mr. President, we have here a report 
from the inspector general regarding 
the performance of EDA in connection 
with a program that we passed in 1983. 
It does not pertain to the overall per
formance of EDA in connection with 
every program. It is a report on EDA's 
performance in just one program, but 
gives us an indication of what kind of 
an agency it is. Now, that report deals 
with the Emergency Jobs Act we 
passed 2 years ago. EDA was handed 
$100 million. The goal of the Jobs Act 
was to stimulate employment quickly 
in areas suffering high unemploy
ment. What have been the results? 
Listen to these findings on that par
ticular program: 

The EDA Jobs Act program equated to 
employing 294 people for a year at a cost to 
the Federal Government--

This is the report of the inspector 
general of the Commerce Department. 
-of $334,000 for every Job created. Nearly 2 
years after the passage of the act, EDA had 
only distributed about $54 million of the 
$100 million for the emergency Jobs pro
gram. No effort was made--

This is not my language. This is the 
report language. 

No effort was made to target the Jobs to 
the unemployed. EDA refused to heed warn
ings in a previous audit report which could 
have improved its administration of the pro
gram. 

The inspector general's report adds 
to the evidence that EDA is not ac
complising its No. 1 goal, which is the 
creation of jobs. 

Now we move to the guaranteed loan 
program for various EDA projects. It 
has been an unmitigated disaster. Of 
EDA's $560 million portfolio of direct 
loans or acquired loan guarantees, 60 
percent are now delinquent. It has ap
proved loans for poor projects with 
little assurance about the borrower's 
ability to repay them and has given 
little attention to debt collection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has consumed 10 minutes. 

Mr. CHA.FEE. One more minute, Mr. 
President. 

In 1981 EDA attempted a bulk sale 
of some of its loans and was offered 

- less than 15 cents on the dollar. 
Now, funding for EDA was eliminat

ed, as I say, in the Senate budget plan 
this year. During the debate an 
amendment was offered to restore 
funding for EDA and several other 

programs, and that was rejected by a 
vote of 52 to 44. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, let me 
say that there may be somebody who 
can get up on this floor and say EDA 
has done something splendid in Co
lumbia, SC, or Augusta, ME, or some
place else. But the point of the debate, 
Mr. President, is would we go ahead 
with this program if it did not exist? 
Should we continue funding a pro
gram that has not been authorized 
since 1982 and spend $160 million, plus 
guarantees of $150 million? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Will the Senator 
from Rhode Island yield for 5 min
utes? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I yield to the Senator 
from Wisconsin 5 minutes. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
rise in enthusiastic support of the 
amendment by the Senator from 
Rhode Island. He is absolutely right. 
Get that figure he had to rush 
through, $334,000 for each job. You 
could invest that at 10 percent interest 
and finance two jobs. This is only one 
job that EDA can come up with at 
$334,000. 

Now, I congratulate the Senator 
from Rhode Island for offering the 
amendment. If we cannot cut off 
money for the EDA, then we might as 
well run up the white flag and surren
der to the deficit. If you are looking 
for waste, a purest ray serene, as the 
poet who is presiding over the Senate 
today might put it, then the EDA is 
the real McCoy. It is to waste and 
abuse what the North Pole is to ice 
and snow. 

Mr. President, if we give the EDA 
any more of the taxpayers' money to 
waste, then shame on us. There is an 
old saying, "Fool me once, shame on 
you; fool me twice, shame on me." 

EDA has fooled us a number of 
times. Let me give some examples. 

Back in 1979, the EDA helped, build 
a community center, spending 
$179,000 of the Federal taxpayers' 
money. Mr. President, that center was 
so utterly useless that when it col
lapsed, no one noticed it. That is 
right-it fell down, but no one noticed 
that it was gone. 

HUD and EDA started on this fiasco 
in 1975. They paid for a building and a 
road to it. 

Days passed, months went by, the 
seasons changed, snows fell and 
melted, and no one used the communi
ty center or even knew it was there. 

Finally, in 1979, a sharp-eyed woods
man noticed a collapsed building, for
lorn, deserted, and clothed in weeds. 
Guess what? It was the EDA-HUD 
community center. No one could tell 
when it collapsed, only that it was in 
ruins. 

The EDA wasted a cool $179,000 on 
that horror story. 

Then, in 1979, the EDA approved a 
$200,000 project to build a replica of 
the Great Wall of China in Indiana. 

That is right-the Great Wall of 
China. This was a big PR ploy for the 
limestone industry and was paid for 
with the taxpayers' money. 

Hold on to your hat, though, be
cause that project was only an after
thought to another limestone promo
tion gambit, a proposal to build a 10-
story replica of the Great Pyramid 
with Indiana limestone. 

Tut, tut, you might say-or even 
King Tut-Tut-surely no one would 
give the OK to such a wild-eyed 
scheme. But you would be wrong. EDA 
bought this one, hook, line, and 
sinker, and buried $500,000 of the tax
payers' money in it. 

Was either one ever finished? Not on 
your life. All that remains of the tax
payers' money are some limestone 
blocks sitting in an empty field. 

Finally, Mr. President, the EDA 
makes loans, as the Senator from 
Rhode Island knows. Is their record 
here any better? Listen to this. One 
private company got a $2.5 million 
loan from EDA. It used the money for 
a $500,000 interest-free loan to the 
company's sole stockholder. It pur
chased a fancy $300,000 helicopter for 
that stockholder. It was not needed by 
the company. It acquired a $65,000 
lakeside cabin for that pampered, sole 
stockholder. 

Mr. President, I wish these exam
ples-all of which earned one of my 
Golden Fleece Awards-were unusual. 
They are not. As the Senator from 
Rhode Island pointed out, the prob
lems at EDA are endemic. Giving 
them a Golden Fleece is like shooting 
at sitting ducks: there is no sport in it. 

Someone once said that no matter 
how often the human goose is plucked, 
it grows a new crop of feathers. Is it 
not time we made an exception to this 
and stopped plucking the taxpayer? 

There is no better place to start 
than with the EDA. If there was ever 
an amendment designed to show 
whether we are serious about reducing 
the deficit, this is it. I hope it carries 
by an overwhelming vote. 

I thank the Senator from Rhode 
Island, and I yield back whatever time 
I have remaining. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I yield 
4 minutes to the Senator from Wyo
ming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I 
shall not consume that amount of 
time. 

The Senator from Wisconsin has 
just rendered a powerful indictment of 
the program, and the Senator from 
Rhode Island has done a beautiful job 
of expressing what I have seen in my 
time here with regard to EDA. 

It is certainly a classic example of 
eternal life. The program has not been 
authorized since 1982; that is 4 years. 
Yet, it continues to rise from the ashes 
and spend evermore unauthorized 
moneys. 
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We have about $900 million in this 

outfit without proper authorization. 
Yes I know that it has been reduced. I 
will hear the arguments presented. 
They will say we are cutting it down 
and cutting it back, and we promise to 
get it in tow and tighten it up. But 
this program, in every sense, has out
lived its usefulness, and we should let 
this anacronysm perish. This little 
caper has contributed $9.4 billion to 
the deficit over the past 4 years. We 
have heard the delinquency rates. 
They are hideous. We could have done 
a lot more with this money in some 
other place. 

It was designed to target money to 
specific depressed areas. All of us have 
been in Congress long enough to know 
that if there is any way possible, there 
will surely be 50 States with depressed 
areas. So we took all the targeted stuff 
in EDA and expanded it, and I think 
all the States finally got their fingers 
into the pie with their own depressed 
areas? 

Even under this new proposal, we 
are still insisting on keeping 80 per
cent of the country eligible for assist
ance, and we have done that for over a 
decade. That is where it all fell into 
the pit, when we all tried to stretch it 
into our own States. 

The original idea was great. But it is 
not worth the expense, even if you 
tighten it up. 

My State has benefited. I would be 
the last to admit that were not so. 
Over the course of years the State of 
Wyoming received over $45 million 
through EDA. But even if we were in 
tough economic times, we will be able 
to live without this program, as can 
the rest of the Nation. 

How Wyoming ever got on the list is 
beyond me. We have a severance tax 
and a permanent mineral trust fund. 
We have extraordinary circumstances 
there which are beneficial to our citi
zen taxpayers, with our severance tax, 
and yet here is Wyoming, over the 
years designated as a targeted area eli
gible for assistance because it is de
pressed. 

Here is an opportunity to junk this 
one. It was not as painful in July when 
we did it in, and here is a chance now 
to do it in again. Proving that nothing 
ever dies around this place, we might 
still apply one more chop at the head 
of the snake, and I urge my colleagues 
to do so. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I re
serve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, we 
have 30 minutes on this side, and I 
expect to yield to the Senator from 
Maine, the Senator from Arkansas, 
the Senator from New York, the Sena
tor from New Jersey, and the Senator 
from Mississippi. Before yielding I will 
use some time myself. 

Mr. President, the President has pro
posed elimination of EDA since 1981. 
As an alternative, he offers the Na-

tional Economic growth and the enter
prise zones. 

Despite the overall national econom
ic health, there are 458 counties in the 
United States with unemployment 
greater than 12 percent. I just looked 
at the latest information and Marl
boro County, SC, is still experiencing 
unemployment at a rate of 15.2 per
cent. 

Obviously, the national economic 
health is not evenly distributed. Trick
le down is not reaching Marlboro 
County or the other nine counties in 
South Carolina with unemployment 
above 10 percent. EDA is the only life
line the rural areas have to bring 
about economic development of these 
communities. 

Furthermore, when you look behind 
that grand national average of 7.1 per
cent unemployment, you find 17 .8 per
cent unemployment among our youth, 
and an astounding 38.3 percent unem
ployment among black youth. The 
President has got to get out from 
behind the bunting and rallies and out 
to the America you can't see from the 
TARMAC 

For 5 years, President Reagan has 
promoted enterprise zones. While I am 
interested in that additional tool, the 
Congress has not attached sufficient 
priority to that legislation to enact it 
into law. EDA must be retained until 
there is a sufficient alternative. 

If the turbulent sixties taught us 
anything, they showed us what hap
pens when a vast segment of the 
American people lose hope. An EDA of 
only $160 million is scant hope indeed 
but it is at least there for our commu
nities to maintain their economic de
velopment hopes. 

Mr. President, all of us have benefit
ed from the vital assistance EDA pro
vides. I have with me listings of the 
219 public works projects, in 219 com
munities in 46 States that EDA assist
ed in fiscal 1985. How about that for 
distributing the funds. 

The 219 public works projects ap
proved in 1985 amounted to 
$129,977 ,000 in EDA funds, $32,494,000 
in other Federal funds, and 
$235, 717 ,000 in local funds for a total 
investment of $398,188,000. That's 
really leveraging the dollar. 

I also have a list of 66 projects au
thorized for $38, 700,000 of EDA fund
ing that could not be reached within 
the funds available last year that are 
to be funded from the 1986 appropria
tion. 

Some of my newer colleagues may 
not be as familiar with EDA since the 
funding has been constrained over the 
last 5 years. As in any program, there 
have been a few projects not as note
worthy as some. 

In South Carolina, there has been 
long and strong support for EDA at 
every level of Government, and we are 
quite proud of the projects that EDA 
has helped us with. In my home city 

of Charleston, we have under con
struction the Charleston center 
project. The $4 million that EDA pro
vided is truly the mortar that holds 
the bricks together of this $75 million 
project. 

Last year EDA provided $750,000 
toward the overall $1,550,000 needed 
for the interceptor on the Florence 
sanitary sewer system. This improve
ment allowed Leggs to provide 20 new 
jobs and for the Koppers Co. to retain 
130 permanent jobs in Florence. EDA 
also provided $500,000 to extend indus
trial roads and utilities in the city of 
Orangeburg that, together with a 
grant from SBA, led the Quality 
Brooch Co. to establish a new facility 
that is expected to produce 350 jobs 
over the next 5 years. An EDA-assisted 
sewer project in Anderson County 
truly led to the Robert Bosch Corp. of 
West Germany to invest $2 million in 
a new plant that will have 300 jobs 
when at full capacity. 

While I leave it to my colleagues to 
relate the value of the similar assist
ance that EDA has repdered to their 
States and communities, let me note 
some particular recent examples: 

During my tenure as chairman of 
this subcommittee, we provided funds 
for local development revolving loan 
funds. All told, EDA has capitalized 
165 local revolving funds. 

On September 27, 1982, the distin
guished Senator from Rhode Island 
took great pride in announcing that 
EDA had granted $750,000 to the 
Providence Industrial Development 
Corp. to establish a revolving loan 
fund. Obviously this was of great as
sistance as my distinguished colleague 
indicated obtaining the grant was a 
long, tedious process. 

Back in 1982, EDA put up $100,000 
for a feasibility study of the employ
ees taking over the management of 
the hard-pressed Weirton Steel Corp. 
Wierton Steel is now the Nation's larg
est employee-owned company and in 
February, posted a $60,600,000 profit. 
In 1981, EDA established the Oregon 
Productivity Center with the object of 
improving the effectiveness and effi
ciency of manufacturing and service 
firms throughout Oregon. Gov. Victor 
Atiyeh has honored the center for its 
help to more than 300 businesses and 
organizations to become more eff ec
tive, productive, and profitable. The 
center's help has been extended for 
electronic firms, manufacturing firms, 
including 3M, and service organiza
tions. 

As I indicated in my opening com
ments on the overall bill on October 
24, EDA has been reduced by $500 mil
lion since 1981. All we have left is $160 
million, which conforms to the 
amount assumed in the budget resolu
tion. 

This amendment rejects all the prior 
consideration by Congress in develop-
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ing the budget resolution. Congress re
jected the President's zeroing out the 
EDA in the budget resolution. I urge 
my colleagues to sustain that judg
ment by rejecting this amendment 
today. 

Mr. President, I now yield 5 minutes 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Maine. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I thank the Sena
tor. 

Mr. President, I oppose the proposal 
of the distinguished Senator from 
Rhode Island. I think it is important 
to put this program and the current 
level of funding into perspective. 

In 1980, the EDA level of funding 
was in excess of $500 million. It has 
been reduced each year. Last year, the 
funding level was $259 million. The 
proposed level of funding in this bill is 
$184 million. So this is not a program 
that has grown; it is a program that 
has been cut back in each of the last 5 
years. 

Second, the arguments made by the 
Senator from Rhode Island and the 
Senator from Wyoming deal with as
pects of the program that those of us 
who support it have tried to correct, 
but they have refused to help in cor
recting the very abuses which they 
now complain of. 

The bill I have introduced would 
eliminate the loan guarantee program, 
which the Senator from Rhode Island 
says is the problem with it, Yet, he re
fuses to assist in correcting the prob
lem. 

As to the areas that are eligible for 
assistance, the Senator from Rhode 
Island rightly complains about 80 per
cent of the areas in this country being 
eligible for assistance. I have intro
duced legislation to reduce that by 
more than half. He refuses to assist in 
doing that. 

What they want is not to change 
and improve the program, so that they 
can continue to complain about those 
aspects that are wrong. I say we 
should be improving it and continuing 
it. 

In his remarks, the Senator from 
Rhode Island specifically mentioned 
Augusta, ME and Charleston, SC. He 
said he was sure there are people here 
who would mention programs in those 
States as being beneficial. Of course, 
he did not mention any place in Rhode 
Island. He did not mention Providence 
or Westerly or the other places in 
Rhode Island which have received 
funds for which he took credit. 

As Senator HOLLINGS indicated, in 
1982, if you read the Rhode Island 
business magazine and the Providence 
Journal, you find EDA grants. They 
mention the Senator from Rhode 
Island as the person fighting for those 
grants and getting those grants for 
Rhode Island. So we have a situation 
now in which he suggests there is 
something wrong about projects being 
approved in Augusta, ME or Charles-

ton, SC, but he conspicuously exempts 
Rhode Island from that funding. 

Here is a big headline in the Provi
dence J oumal: "Industrial Develop
ment Corporation Gets $750,000 From 
U.S. for Loan Fund." 

The course of the article tells us 
what a tough process it was for him to 
get the money, "Senator CHAFEE said." 

Mr. CHAFEE. May I interject one 
moment on my time here for 30 sec
onds, if the Senator will yield? 

Mr. MITCHELL. On the Senator's 
time. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Let me assure the 
Senator from Maine if there is pork 
around I am going to do everything I 
can to get some for my State. There is 
no question about it. If this program is 
continued I will continue to be in 
there. When I say it is a tough job to 
get it, you bet it is tough to get it, 
when I have been attacking the 
agency all these years. What I say is 
we have gotten our share. We will 
hopefully get our share, if this pro
gram is appropriated funds. 

Again I am saying let us stop the 
whole business. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
only wish to say in conclusion that the 
Senator from Wisconsin cites a few 
anecdotes of instances where loans 
have gone bad, and we all respect his 
diligence in ferreting out instances 
where some things fail. 

If we begin to adopt the premise 
that any Government program that 
has an abuse in it should be eliminat
ed, that does not make any sense. 
What we should be doing is trying to 
improve the program and make it 
more meaningful. 

As I said to the Senator from Rhode 
Island, as he knows, we had this 
debate over the last 6 years in the 
committee and in this Chamber. There 
still is a situation in this country 
where over 7 percent of the people are 
unemployed. Millions and millions of 
Americans are out of work. There are 
substantial pockets of high unemploy
ment and low per capita income in this 
country. 

For 200 years we have as a nation 
adopted an economic policy that says 
we will help those areas that need 
help. It is that economic policy which 
is the foundation of this program and 
that in fact has provided enormous 
benefit to areas throughout this coun
try, including the Senator's State of 
Rhode Island. 

So I urge the Members of the Senate 
not to approve this, and I remind ev
eryone again, and I close with what I 
opened, that we started with $500 mil
lion in this program, it has been cut 
back substantially, it is now at $184 
million, and I urge the Senator from 
Rhode Island and others who have 
spoken against the program to support 
this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
STAFFORD). The Senator's time has ex
pired. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield 2 additional 
minutes to the Senator from Maine. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Instead of continu
ing to oppose this and to cite as in
stances of abuse those parts of the 
program which we are trying to im
prove, to join with us in helping to im
prove it, to eliminate the loan guaran
tees which were the subject of the 
Senator's criticism as Senator HOL
LINGS and I have tried to do, to restrict 
the criteria which the Senator opposes 
as too liberal, as Senator HOLLINGS and 
I have tried to do. What we have here 
are people who do not want to work to 
improve anything but rather want to 
work against improvements so they 
can continue to try to scuttle the pro
gram. 

I say what we need is improvement 
in the program to correct the abuses 
but still help the millions and millions 
of Americans across this country who 
do not have jobs and who need jobs. 

That is what we are trying to do. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, on my 

time, will the Senator yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I yield. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I have 

reviewed the amendments that are 
before the body here and I do not see 
an amendment by the Senator from 
Maine to eliminate the Loan Guaran
tee Program. Does he have such an 
amendment? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I have introduced 
legislation, S. 526, with reference to 
this, which I tried to get before the 
committee which the Senator has op
posed in committee every time. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Does the Senator 
have an amendment? He is castigating 
the Loan Guarantee Program. Does 
the Senator have an amendment 
before this body or that he is propos
ing to eliminate? Here is the chance. 
Does he have an amendment to elimi
nate the loan guarantee on this bill? 

Mr. MITCHELL. I think I will intro
duce a bill to do that. I would be glad 
to offer it as an amendment. Will the 
Senator join me as a cosponsor? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I certainly will. 
Mr. MITCHELL. There we go. 

Maybe we can get it accepted on both 
sides. 

Mr. CHAFEE. We smoked him out. 
Splendid. We got that far. That can be 
another amendment this morning. 

Mr. MITCHELL. The Senator spent 
6 years in the Environment and Public 
Works Committee opposing the legis
lation and now he says he will support 
it. 

I thank the Senator for that. We 
have a recent conversion and I appre
ciate that. 

Mr. President, I have gone on 
beyond my time and I now yield back 
my time to Senators who oppose this. 
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Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
yield now 5 minutes to the distin
guished Senator from New York. 

Mr. D'AMATO. I will take less than 
5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I 
thank my distinguished colleague 
from Maine who has hit upon the 
main thrust of what our attempts 
should really be, and that is an honest 
effort to deal with those situations 
that call for reform. 

I commend our colleagues to look at 
H.R. 10, which the House of Repre
sentatives has approved, which is a 
package of reforms dealing with EDA. 

No one is going to attempt to defend 
the situation with the abuses of the 
past. To attempt to equate a program 
today, we are talking about $184 mil
lion which has been cut substantially 
year after year, with the intitial imple
mentation of a program where there 
were serious shortcomings is simply 
not fair. 

I suggest that even during a time 
when we have gone beyond some eco
nomic process EDA has a proper place. 
It can be used wisely. 

Our counterparts in the House of 
Representatives have done what we 
should be doing, and that is to elimi
nate the abuses, to see to it that the 
program meets its full potential, espe
cially since there still exists a proper 
role for EDA today in this Nation, 
given what our economic situation is. 

So, Mr. President, I hope we def eat 
this amendment and get to the busi
ness of making this program more ef
fective. That is what the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works 
should be addressing itself to as op
posed to an attempt to scuttle this 
entire program. 

Let me conclude with one other sen
tence. If we had been cutting other 
areas of Government grants and pro
grams as have been the reductions in 
EDA we would not have this huge 
budget deficit. 

There are those who say look at the 
billions we have spent, but the fact of 
the matter is that there have been 
economic gains and that we have been 
cutting back on this program. If other 
programs in other areas had been 
making similar reductions the deficit 
would be nowhere near what it is 
today. 

We should not attempt to lay on the 
altar of the EDA programs the 
substantial deficit that we continue to 
accumulate year after year. That 
simply is not the case. 

I yield back any further time. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 

yield now to the distinguished Senator 
from New Jersey, 5 minutes. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Less than 5 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Jersey is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. President, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment that is offered by the 
Senator from Rhode Island. We do not 
disagree too many times, but on this 
one I do sharply disagree. 

The bill is not over budget. It con
tains $184.5 million for EDA. It is a 
cut of 28 percent from fiscal year 1985 
levels and the funding contained in 
the bill is consistent with the budget 
resolution. 

Mr. President, the Senator from 
Rhode Island is concerned about tar
geting EDA projects, and this is an ap
propriate concern. But 80 percent of 
the Nation is not facing as acute eco
nomic distress as some areas we have 
in my State, and there are enough sto
ries about that throughout the coun
try to make a case. Some are facing 
acute economic distress and plants 
have closed down in the face of for
eign competition and people have lost 
jobs. It has taken longer and longer 
for those people to find work. 

We know what the statistics are. 
Sometimes it gets lost in the numbers. 
But 8 million people are out of work 
and we need whatever assistance we 
can get, and existing law provides the 
Secretary of Com,merce with more 
than adequate opportunity to monitor 
where these funds are going. 

If it is a problem, then we have to 
consider legislation to make further 
reforms in the program. We should 
not throw it away simply because 
there have been abuses. There is not a 
program in Government that has not 
been abused. 

It is our responsibility and the re
sponsibility of the administration, the 
executive, to supervise these things in 
better fashion. 

When we have a debate on economic 
development, the opponents of these 
programs always stress the horror sto
ries, and they are easy to find, but I 
wish to point out that in the State of 
New Jersey, by way of example, we 
have had some fantastic programs 
that have resulted in investment, res
toration of jobs, restoration of oppor
tunity. EDA funded a marine research 
laboratory in an appropriately named 
place Bivalve in New Jersey to revital
ize the oyster industry in the Dela
ware River. The Oyster Lab, as it is 
known, was funded in cooperation 
with our principal university, Rutgers, 
in hope that it would bring back eco
nomic boom to a county called Cum
berland County, the worst off county 
economically in our State, with far 
higher unemployment rates than the 
national average. These people need 
this kind of investment to restore 
some economic sanity. 

We have industrial parks in Millville, 
Princeton, NJ, supported by EDA, that 

brought thousands of jobs in towns 
with chronically high unemployment. 

In Newark, NJ, considered the most 
poverty stricken city in the United 
States, we have an industrial park 
where they converted an old Ford 
Motor Car Co., 88 acres, into an indus
trial park for new employees, and we 
have already taken 500 jobs generated 
from that program and are still grow
ing. 

Elizabeth, another urban center 
with very severe problems, has devel
oped a food processing plant within an 
industrial park with EDA support. 
There is tire recapping and electronic 
jobs as well. The result is we have 
1,000 new jobs in one of the most dis
tressed areas in the country. 

Mr. President, if an anecdotal refer
ence is necessary, we can find lots of 
good and compare them to the bad. 
But, on balance, I think this is a pro
gram that has its merits. It needs to be 
closer supervised, I agree. If it needs 
reform, let us do that. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to reject this amendment and I thank 
the manager for yielding me time. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I now yield to the 
distinguished Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join my colleagues in urging 
the continuation of the much needed 
programs of the economic develop
ment administration. 

From its very beginning, this admin
istration has tried to abolish the Eco
nomic Development Administration. 
This amendment is another misguided 
attempt to eliminate economic devel
opment programs in this country. 

Opponents of economic development 
funding say the programs are not cost 
effective, that they do not produce 
jobs. But when I travel across my 
State of Tennessee, I find plenty of 
evidence of the benefits of economic 
development administration programs. 
Many industrial parks have been made 
possible by EDA grants to provide re
quired water and sewer facilities. 
Those industrial parks provide the 
jobs that the opponents of EDA have 
such trouble finding. 

Economic development funds create 
permanent, private-sector jobs. The 
money is used for construction which 
means jobs for a community-expan
sion of water and sewer lines, factory 
renovation, and improvement of 
schools and other public buildings. 
These and similar projects create an 
infrastructure which allows a commu
nity to attract new industry. 

Since 1966, EDA has funded over 570 
projects in Tennessee, resulting in 
benefits to the State of over $230 mil
lion. Some 90,000 jobs have been cre
ated, basically in service and light 
manufacturing industries. Quite 
simply, EDA is one of the most cost-ef
f ective Job development programs that 
we have. 
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These are benefits which have di

rectly built up the economy of Tennes
see. For our workers, it has meant the 
difference between unemployment and 
a steady job. For established business
es, it has meant the ability to take ad
vantage of opportunities which other
wise would have been lost. For margin
al businesses, it has often been the dif
ference between success and failure. 

A perfect example of the benefits of 
EDA can be seen in Clinton, TN. Clin
ton recently received an EDA grant of 
$440,000 to be used for site prepara
tion for an industrial park-theeseex
tension of water and sewer lines, and 
the building of roads. They are com
bining the EDA grant with surplus 
property obtained from the Tennessee 
Valley Authority to bring jobs to the 
community and broaden their tax base. 

These and similar projects create an 
infrastructure which allows a commu
nity to attract new industry. I don't 
believe the 5,600 people of Clinton feel 
that EDA is wasting money. 

Earlier this year I held budget hear
ings across my State on the proposed 
elimination of these programs and the 
impact this would have on the local 
economy. The testimony I received 
from local officals only served to rein
force what I had already heard while 
traveling in the State. Namely, that 
there is overwhelming bipartisan sup
port for these programs which cut 
across both political and ideological 
lines. 

What I heard was concrete-evidence 
of the results of economic develop
ment programs. I invite those who 
oppose these programs to listen to the 
local officials who know only too well 
the value of EDA. 

In Monroe County, EDA funds re
cently provided site preparation, 
water, sewer, and rail services which 
enabled Overhead Door Co. to locate 
and provide 300-plus jobs. 

In Knox County, EDA funds provid
ed water, sewer, rail, and roads for the 
folks of the river industry park. This 
has resulted in $37 ,892,000 in private 
capital investment and 3,216 jobs in 27 
industries. 

In Sevier County, EDA grants for 
improvement of the Sevier County in
dustry park have provided 1,024 new 
jobs and seven companies. 

Mr. President, I do not believe this is 
a waste of money and I don't believe 
the people of Monroe, Knox, or Sevier 
County do either. 

However, we still have areas of this 
country which do not share in times of 
national prosperity. In one area of the 
eastern part of my State, per capita 
income is still 25 percent below the na
tional average. In one of the counties 
in that area, Hancock County, per 
capita income is only 43 percent of the 
national average. Hancock County and 
many other rural Tennessee counties 

need and deserve a strong, effective 
EDA program. 

The Economic Development Admin
istration has already been cut 72 per
cent in the last 5 years. It does not 
need to be cut any more. I strongly 
urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment which seeks to abolish the 
programs of the Economic Develop
ment Administration. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
yield such time as necessary to our dis
tinguished senior Senator from Missis
sippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from South Caroli
na for yielding me these few minutes. 

Mr. President, this is not a theory 
that we are debating. We are debating 
practical realities, by and large, of 
trying to help relatively small commu
nities to gather together enough funds 
from some source and to use them to 
build a little enterprise or a little fac
tory or something that will afford its 
people that live there jobs of some 
kind. 

I know this program since I have 
served on the Public Works Commit
tee. Let me say first I do not claim any 
credit for having always voted for the 
low budget figures, but over the years, 
I have been up front in reducing 
amounts here and there in our drive 
for economy. I think I have done my 
share. I know I have done a good bit of 
voting for the remedial phases of this 
transition we are going through. 

But I am satisfied we will never get 
out of this distressing-distressing to 
me-situation that we are in with ref
erence to our budget. We are not going 
to get out by dealing with relatively 
small amounts like this, relatively 
small amounts that afford the people 
something tangible, some jobs, some
thing to do, something to earn their 
way. We are not going to get out by 
abolishing those kinds of programs. 

These are human beings, Mr. Presi
dent, we are dealing with. They are 
not cattle. The are not stock of some 
kind. They are not pine trees. But 
these are people, they are human 
beings, they have families. They are 
dependent upon conditions that exist 
in lots of ways now, good and bad. 

Let me give an illustration about the 
effectiveness of the Economic Devel
opment Administration. Right in my 
home area-and we do not have any 
great abundance of this money being 
spent in my State-but right in the 
nearby area, I know the people who 
got together enough money to build a 
little factory. Under modern condi
tions, there is a requirement for a 
high-grade water pump, and the equip
ment that goes with it-necessary to 
meet the requirements of a first-class 
water supply for fire protection-that 
cost them more than the little factory 
itself did. It is a requirement placed on 
the country and it has got to go in 
before they can comply with the law 

in order to make a living for the 
people there. 

As I say, they are not looking for a 
prize of some kind, but are looking for 
a way to make a living. I voted for 
about as many reductions as anyone, 
but I think this program, EDA, should 
be among the last to abolish, rather 
than among the first. 

I have very high regard for the Sen
ator that offered this amendment. I 
know his great sincerity and his hard 
and consistent work. But if we really 
want to get down and dig and find the 
reasons and answers to this situation 
we are in-unemployment, lack of new 
jobs and losing current jobs in some 
areas-we are going to have to set our 
sights on some of these little but im
portant programs. 

I notice no one or no group has 
voted to not fund this program in 
1986, even though it was not recom
mended, as I understand, in the 
budget. So it is bound to have some
thing good about it, something useful, 
something constructive, and some
thing with a payoff to it. 

In closing, I reemphasize we are 
talking about jobs now for human 
beings, for people to make a living for 
themselves and their family. 

I thank the Senator for yielding 
time to me. I hope this amendment 
will be defeated. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

The PRF.BIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Hampshire is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena
tor from Rhode Island. 

Mr. President, I must say, in my 
view, with all due respect to my col
leagues, all this talk about creating 
jobs is just so much bunk. If we really 
want to create jobs, let us cut spend
ing, let us cut deficits, let us cut Gov
ernment borrowing, and let us, in so 
doing, reduce the interest rates, and 
then you will see real jobs creation. 
And the creation of jobs is determined 
by the private sector and not by Gov
ernment bureaucrats or guarantees. 

Mr. President, I commend the Sena
tor from Rhode Island for offering 
this amendment. And I want to point 
out that this Agency, EDA, is, in a 
sense, a renegade Agency, inasmuch as 
to has not been reauthorized in years. 
And we see, once again, the Appropria
tions Committee, in my opinion, ex
ceeding its authority, funding a pro
gram that has not been authorized 
this year nor in any of the recent 
years. 

It seems to me that is violative of 
good judgment, if not Senate proce
dure. 

Mr. President, as chairman-not 
that it matters, because the Appro
priations Committee ignores us-as 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Re-
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gional and Community Development, 
which has oversight authority over 
this program, I am delighted that we 
have an opportunity, once again-I am 
not too optimistic-but we are going to 
try finally to terminate this wasteful, 
inefficient, and inept Federal Agency 
called the Economic Development Ad
ministration. 

The Senate has recently been over
come with a refreshing wave of forti
tude in budget cutting. I can assure 
my colleagues that the Nation would 
be far better off if EDA were to be 
taken away in this wave and washed 
far, far away. 

The fact of the matter is the EDA is 
one of the biggest misnomers around 
this city. The name rivals the greatest 
misnomers of all times, such as 
"budget reform" or "United Nations." 
Based on my examination of an almost 
unmatched record of mismanagement 
and waste for which we have spent 
over $9 billion, I would propose that 
we rename EDA the "Economic Disas
ter Administration." 

Just last month, Mr. President, the 
Inspector General of the Department 
of Commerce severely and harshly 
criticized-the Inspector General-se
verely and harshly criticized EDA for 
its administration of the fund under 
the Emergency Jobs Act. In the IG's 
report, it was stated: 

The Economic Development Administra
tion's Emergency Jobs Act program will not 
alleviate unemployment to any meaningful 
extent. The major goals specified in the leg
islation-immediate jobs for the unem
ployed and rapid disbursement of funds
have not been accomplished. 

That from the Inspector General. 
Further, the report stated: 
Twenty-two months after passage of the 

act, EDA has disbursed only $54 million of 
its $100 million appropriation. We estimate 
that no more than $3.5 million of the appro
priation will eventually "trickle down" as 
salary payments to the unemployed and un
deremployed targeted by the act. 

That is, 3.5 percent of the funds, ac
cording to the IG, will ultimately 
reach the hands of those intended by 
Congress. 

What the Inspector General has re
ported is nothing new. In fact, it is 
business as usual at EDA. This is a 
program that started with a congres
sional mission to target economically 
"distressed" areas of the Nation. Mr. 
President, at one time that meant 
about 12 percent of our Nation. Today, 
85 percent of the Nation qualifies for 
EDA funds as being "distressed." That 
is ridiculous on its face. No one can 
support that contention, and yet that 
is the reality confronts us. It has lav
ishly spent funds on industrial parks 
which stand empty, on golf courses 
and even on a boat marina-all in the 
name of economic development. 

Consider the story of the Bedford, 
IN, pyramid. As the Chicago Tribune 
reported over the summer, "It was 
supposed to be spectacular. There 

would be an exact replica of an Egyp
tian pyramid, 200 feet of the Great 
Wall of China and, for good measure, 
a Mayan Temple, all carved out of In
diana limestone. Nobody could resist 
the idea-not even the Federal Gov
ernment. But now, 7 years and almost 
$700,000 later, officials of the Econom
ic Development Administration, which 
funded the proposal call Merle Ed
dington's building project, 'a spectacu
lar failure' "-to use the FDA term. 
That characterizes the history of EDA 
itself, Mr. Presidsent, in the opinion of 
this Senator. 

Mr. President, we have an opportu
nity now to have a clear vote one way 
or the other to terminate this agency. 
The President has requested it. The 
Committee on Environment and 
Public Works, chaired by the distin
guished occupant of the President's 
chair this morning, and the chairman 
of the subcommittee have concurred 
in that recommendation. 

For heaven's sake, if we really want 
to create jobs, if we really want to do 
something about spending, deficits, 
borrowing, and interest rates, let us 
eliminate programs with which we can 
do without. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I re

serve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 

yield now to the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arkansas is recognized. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, in 
these times of budget constraints it is 
not easy to stand up here to defend 
any program. This program has not 
been perfect. The Senator from Rhode 
Island makes some very legitimate 
points about some things that have 
been wrong. A lot of the debate has 
been debated by exception. 

It reminds me of some people buying 
vodka with food stamps. Therefore, 
ergo, everybody buys vodka with food 
stamps. That is not the case here. 
There have been some abuse in this 
program, as in all programs. Some of 
these loans are indeed sour, and no 
one in this body can take pride in any 
program, EDA or otherwise, which is 
not tightly administered in keeping 
with the original intent of Congress. 

But I could tell you one of the rea
sons I rise to oppose this amendment 
is due to the experience we have had 
in my State. A year ago, Senator, in 1 
day, my State lost nearly 2,100 textile 
employees. Three plants closed. On 
that day, 950, 900, and 200-2,500 
jobs- were suddenly gone. I am telling 
you, in the State of Arkansas, that is a 
hit. 

One of those communities was Mor
rilton, AR, with a population of 6,000 
or 7 ,000. And Crompton Mills closed 
down, putting 950 people out of work 
in a town of 6,000 or 7 ,000 people. All 
the industrial planners and consult-

ants who came in there said we might 
be able to find somebody to take this 
plant, but not until the water situation 
was straightened out. Morrilton was 
told that at least 4 or 5 million gallons 
of good water a day must be made 
available. 

They are now taking water out of 
the Arkansas River, which poses a se
rious health threat because at that 
particular point you never know what 
the pollution rate or salinity level is. 
So they went to work to try to come 
up with $4 million to find a new source 
of water, and bring it into that city, so 
hopefully one day more jobs could be 
put back into that mill where over 900 
once worked. 

For almost 6 months all of the fund
ing has been in place except $1.1 mil
lion for which they had applied from 
the Economic Development Adminis
tration. This story has been a happy 
ending. The day before yesterday, 
EDA approved a $1.1 million grant for 
Morrilton and Conway County, AR. 
They are going to build a water 
system, and at least they have a fight
ing chance to reduce their employ
ment rate, which is now around 15 to 
20 percent. Without EDA, they had no 
chance at all. 

You can argue by calling this case an 
exception, if you want. But Morrilton, 
AR, is not the only success. Let me tell 
you what else has happened with 
EDA. First, we have cut it from over 
one-half billion dollars in 1980 to $160 
million today. This includes a 20-per
cent cut for this fiscal year-1986. 

We have cut it and cut it and cut it. I 
am not sure about the loan program, 
Senator. I will look into that. I am not 
going to stand up and def end pro
grams that have a 50-percent default 
rate. But I want to tell you what has 
happened in my State in the grants 
program. 

Since 1965, with one employee-one 
employee-serving the entire State of 
Arkansas for the past 20 years in our 
Economic Development Administra
tion office, there have been 447 
projects funded, at a cost of $165 mil
lion. It has generated 80,000 jobs; 
79,630 to be precise; and for the $165 
million we have put into those pro
grams we now have an annual payroll 
of almost 4 times that much-$645 
million. 

And the annual taxes-annual 
taxes-generated by those 79,000 jobs 
is $129 million. In other words, we are 
recovering almost as much every year 
in taxes, to say nothing of the jobs, as 
we have put in the whole program in 
20 years. Does that sound like a pro
gram that has failed? Seventy-nine 
thousand jobs have been created in my 
State at a cost of $2,077 per job, as
suming the jobs were $4 an hour. Who 
else is creating jobs in this country for 
$2,000? Nobody. That is who. 
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If the program needs tightening up, 

tighten it up. I know we are not going 
to solve all the unemployment prob
lems for $160 million in this country. 
But to torpedo a program which has 
had this absolutely unbelievably amaz
ing result in my State would not only 
be folly, but it would be shameless. 

So I stand here def ending the pro
gram, because when you can adminis
ter that many programs, that many 
projects, that many jobs, generate 
that much income, and generate that 
much tax revenue with one employee, 
you have a real success. I defy any 

other agency of the U.S. Government 
or any State to match those figures. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the summary from my State 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

IMPACT OF JOB-PRODUCING PROJECTS FUNDED BY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION IN ARKANSAS 1965-85 
[Prepared February 15, 1985] 

Number Jobs Annual payroll Annual taxes Economic development district of EDA dollar amount 
projects created generated • generated 2 

Totals ................................................ . 

• Annual payroll generated assumes an average hourly wage of S4. 
2 Tax return assumes 20 percent of annual payroll generated. 

Assuming the total of $165,386,250 as EDA dollars invested in jolH:reating projects, the job cost ratio is: $165,386,250+ 79,630=2,077. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. HEINZ addressed the Chair. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 

yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Pennsylvania is recog
nized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to Senator CHAFEE's amend
ment. 

I do so as one who does not 100 per
cent endorse the EDA program. 
Indeed, when I was faced with wheth
er to substantially reduce, eliminate 
the funding, or keep it exactly as it 
was during the consideration of the 
budget, some of the problems I saw 
with some of the programs led me to 
vote for the former rather than the 
letter. 

But I must tell you that was before 
this and the other body made some 
significant changes in the support that 
we give communities. I am ref erring to 
the decision by both the House and 
the Senate to stop revenue sharing at 
the end of the next fiscal year, and 
even cut it somewhat this fiscal year. 

That was before the urban develop
ment action grant moneys where we 
decided as a body to give one-third of 
those moneys not to distressed areas 
but to projects simply based on merit, 
based on the merit of the individual 
project whether they were located in 
an area of bad economic conditions or 
not. 

I must say that with those two pro
grams very much under fire, there are 
very important elements in the EDA 
program, such as the planning grants 
under title III, which foster develop
ment of long-tenn strategy for stimu
lating private enterprise; title I, public 
works grants; title IX, economic ad-

justment grants, which are very im
portant given the changes that the 
Congress has decided to make in those 
other programs, which affect many 
communities in my home State of 
Pennsylvania, particularly those suf
fering from economic depression, as 
many are in the steel-producing areas 
of my State. 

I hope that my colleagues will recog
nize that this is a very different propo
sition than the one we were faced with 
back in May. A lot of things have 
changed in terms of our assumption 
about what we were going to do and 
what we were not going to do. 

For those reasons, I urge my col
leagues to def eat the Chaf ee amend
ment. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I now yield to the 
junior Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
I am pleased to have this opportunity 
to express my support of the Appro
priation Committee's action to contin
ue funding of the Economic Develop
ment Administration. All of us under
stand the severe budget constraints 
under which the congressional deci
sionmaking process must take place. 
EDA and many other programs are 
being reduced in funding. However, 
the important thing is that EDA is 
being continued at a reasonable level. 
I commend the Committee on Appro
priations for taking this affirmative 
action. 

The funding of EDA in this bill and 
in the bill passed by the House of Rep
resentatives helps to insure that com
munities and States will still be able to 
undertake vital developmental activi
ties with the assistance of the Federal 
Government. It will insure that we 
maintain in place an economic devel
opment agency of the Federal Govern
ment upon which future programs can 

47 13,207 $22,644,258 $109,882,240 $21,976,448 
106 6,980 29,753.161 58,073,600 11,614,720 
44 10,687 18.703,405 78,261,860 15,652,372 
85 8,644 20,459,471 71,918,080 14,383,616 
30 15,824 14,877,088 131,655,680 26,331.136 
46 9,877 17,359,320 75,855,360 15,171,072 
34 6,700 23,025,393 55,744,000 11.148,800 
55 7,711 18,564,154 64,155,520 12,831,104 

447 79,630 165,386,250 645,546,340 129,109,268 

be built. In this regard, I am hopeful 
that the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works will act on H.R. 10, 
a measure passed by the House of 
Representatives on July 17 to reau
thorize the programs of the Economic 
Development Administration and the 
Appalachian Regional Commission. 
That measure modifies the EDA pro
gram and reauthorizes it for 3 years. 

Mr. President, the Economic Devel
opment Administration is 20 years old. 
Its programs have helped thousands of 
communities and created hundreds of 
thousands of jobs since 1965. Our 
country has benefited from this work. 

Yes. there have been mistakes made 
in the EDA programs as there have 
been in all other Federal programs. 
But the accomplishments of EDA far 
surpass any mistakes that have been 
made. 

EDA helps build and rebuild the in
frastructure of this country. It is a 
program that is working. It is an in
vestment in our Nation's future. 

In my State of West Virginia, EDA, 
in its 20-year life, has funded 492 
projects with an investment of 
$178,887,000. These projects have in
cluded industrial parks, water and 
sewage systems, convention centers, 
recreation activities, transportation 
development. community centers, and 
business development. There are busi
nesses and manufacturing facilities 
which provide thousands of jobs which 
would not exist today, if it were not 
for the Economic Development Ad
ministration. 

Last year, EDA invested $4,940,400 
in five public works projects; $1 mil
lion in two revolving loan projects; 
$130,000 in two technical assistance 
proposals; and $434,400 in nine plan
ning projects. This EDA funding of 
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$6,504,800 resulted in a total project 
investment of $13,167,203. 

EDA is important to a State like 
West Virginia; I am very frank about 
that point. It is just as farm programs 
are very important to certain States 
and maritime programs are particular
ly important to other States. These 
are just two examples. 

EDA is not just a program of the 
last two decades; it is a program for 
the future. There has been a need and 
a vital role for this agency in the past 
and the need for it in the future sub
stantially reduced over the past sever
al years and again this year, I hope 
that we will come to a point in time 
when we will be able to expand EDA 
activities. I will continue to work 
toward this objective. 

Again, Mr. President, I support the 
committee's action to fund EDA in 
this fiscal year. It is within the budget 
resolution and should be approved by 
the full Senate. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the Chafee amend
ment. 

The EDA program is working in Wis
consin, and it is working in many 
other communities across the country. 
It deserves our support. 

Consider an EDA grant recently ap
proved for the city of Stevens Point, 
WI, to assist the Woodward Governor 
Co. in constructing an industrial park. 
It is estimated that this $711,600 grant 
will lead to the creation of almost 500 
jobs over 5 years. 

In September, an EDA grant was ap
proved to assist the city of Milwaukee 
in creating a small business incubator 
center; 150 jobs could be created. 

In August, the city of Ashland was 
granted EDA money for development 
of a small boat harbor that could 
create more than 50 jobs. 

Eau Claire, Florence County, and 
Rice Lake have all recently received 
EDA money to help create industrial 
parks. In Milwaukee, EDA money is 
helping finance business development 
and is responsible for the spectacular 
skywalk which gave a boost to the 
downtown shopping district. 

Every time I go home to Wisconsin, I 
see the EDA program at work. Be
cause of EDA, thousands of jobs have 
been created, cities have been revital
ized, and businesses have grown. 

That's why the EDA program must 
be continued. 

I know the program has had its 
problems, and there were many exam
ples of waste and abuse in years past. 
But significant reforms have been 
made at the agency, and in the admin
istration of the program, and I believe 
the EDA program now deserves our 
support. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to join me in defeating the Chaf ee 
amendment. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I be
lieve I have 5 minutes left. I will take 2 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, we are 
in a classic situation in which people 
have come forward and said EDA has 
helped them in their town, in their 
city, in their State, in some instances. 
The Senator from Arkansas gave an 
excellent speech about how many jobs 
had been created in Arkansas. Some
how the suggestion is there was not a 
job created in Arkansas until EDA 
came along. Of course, that is non
sense. If EDA were not there, some 
way would be found to create these 
jobs. 

These Senators get up and say, "We 
cut it back and cut it back and it is 
still a marvelous program so do not 
cut it any more." 

You would think they wanted to in
crease it. 

Mr. President, we are in a situation 
in the United States of America where 
we are running a $200 billion deficit. 
The jobs in Arkansas that the distin
guished Senator pointed out were lost 
because textile mills closed. Those tex
tile mills closed because of imports. 
Why did the imports manage to over
come those plants in Arkansas and 
cause threats throughout the Nation 
as they do to my State? It is because 
of the high interest rates caused by 
the deficit, the high dollar. We just 
have to get this Nation's deficits under 
control or there will be repetition 
after repetition of closures in manu
facturing industries. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes, on the Senator's 
time. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Did the Senator 
vote to torpedo UDAG? 

Mr. CHAFEE. The Senator did. 
Mr. BUMPERS. I am pleased to 

hear that. UDAG grants went to cor
porations who used them to build 
plants they would not otherwise build. 
Let me ask this, where would Morril
ton, AR, get the $1.1 million they did 
the day before yesterday? Tell me. I 
would like to know. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I am not going to get 
into anecdotal discussions. I am sure 
that Arkansas has an economic and 
development administration of its 
own. Arkansas has voted industrial de
velopment bonds as have other States. 
I do not believe that every job in Ar
kansas has been brought about by 
EDA. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. CHAFEE. The Senator from 
South Carolina waived time to the 
Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. How much time 
have I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BUMPERS. How much time 
does the Senator from Rhode I~and 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Rhode Island has 4 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I yield myself 1 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recognized for 1 minute. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, we are 
just right at the brink of deciding now 
whether we want to do something 
about the deficits or if we are going to 
talk about them and say, "Hit some 
other program, hit that program." 

Mr. President, I do not know where 
everybody comes from in the Senate, 
but I do believe that if there is a ques
tion of cutting back on some programs 
like Head Start or Education of the 
Handicapped or nutrition programs 
for children or expectant mothers, or 
welfare programs, people programs, I 
think this Senate would say no. If we 
have to cut, we do not want to cut 
those. 

So, Mr. President, I have brought a 
program before us that has been re
plete with disastrous examples of 
waste-not all waste. It is easy to say 
"Sure, just spend all the money and 
something good will come out of it 
somewhere." 

But here is a program, Mr. Presi
dent, that I believe can be dispensed 
with. Some good comes out, perhaps. 
But when we are facing these hard 
choices of whether to fund children's 
nutrition, Head Start or a program 
like this, I think the decision clearly 
should be to terminate this program. I 
hope the Senate will support my 
amendment. 

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I yield 1 minute. 
Mr. NICKLES. I thank my good 

friend. I commend him for his amend
ment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to be added as a cosponsor of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. I commend the Sena
tor because, one, he has the courage 
and guts to say, yes, we need to be seri
ous about reducing the deficit so let us 
terminate a program. 

That, a lot of times, is not the easi
est thing to do. Will Rogers once said 
that the Government programs have 
three things in common. They all have 
a beginning, they all have a middle, 
and they all have no ending. 

I think the Senator is trying to say 
that this is a program that we can no 
longer afford to keep on the books. I 
commend him for it. I hope it will pass 
the Senate. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield to the dis
tinguished minority leader. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from West Virginia is recog
nized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I support 
funding for the Economic Develop
ment Administration. It has been a 
good program for my State of West 
Virginia and for other States which 
have experienced distress resulting 
from high unemployment and low
income problems over a period of sev
eral years. 

The Senator from Rhode Island 
speaks of a people program. He ex
presses support for "people pro
grams." He says if this were a people 
program, he would support it. This is a 
people program. 

West Virginia has suffered, particu
larly during the recent recession, when 
unemployment reached a level of 21 
percent. 

These are people without jobs. They 
have children. We are talking about a 
people program. We are talking about 
a program to help people help them
selves. 

Currently, we have an unemploy
ment rate of more than 12 percent. 
West Virginia and other similarly af
fected States would have suffered even 
more if this agency, a job-creating 
agency, had not been there to help. 

Over the past 20 years, the Econom
ic Development Administration has 
funded 550 projects for a total invest
ment of $222 million in West Virginia. 
This has resulted in thousands of new 
jobs being created for the State and 
additional thousands of jobs being re
tained. 

A people program, jobs. We are talk
ing about jobs. People who have jobs 
have children. People who are out of 
work also have children. So, Mr. Presi
dent, we are talking about a people 
program, and we are talking about a 
children program. We are talking 
about programs that help industries to 
help themselves and States to do like
wise. 

This $222 million reflects investment 
for needed community facilities, busi
ness loans to help expanding compa
nies, and planning and technical as
sistance grants for long-range econom
ic development programs. 

Nationally, EDA has provided funds 
for needed public facilities in every 
one of our 50 States. In its 20-year his
tory, it has invested over $13 billion 
nationally in job-creating and saving 
programs. 

EDA's investments are investments 
in the future of America and result in 
additional tax dollars being paid to 
local, State, and Federal Governments. 
Each EDA dollar granted to a commu
nity brings a manifold return to all 
levels of government as well as individ
ual benefits for our citizens in terms of 
jobs, income, and improved standards 
of living. 

To allow this program to be elimi
nated when our country is just recov-

ering from a recent recession, and 
from which many of the States in the 
United States are slow in catching up, 
would be shortsighted. It would ignore 
the traditional need for programs 
which promote economic development 
to benefit our citizens and our commu
nities throughout the country. 

I urge my colleagues to def eat the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Rhode Island Mr. CHAFEE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, 
what is the track record of EDA? In 
1985, 219 public works projects in 219 
communities in 46 States. These 
projects involved $129 million in EDA 
funds and they have generated a total 
investment of $398,188,000. We have 
66 qualified projects amounting to 
$38, 700,000 that are unfunded stand
ing there waiting. 

The poor get poorer and the rich get 
richer. 

I hear all this talk about deficits. 
The entitlement programs in the last 5 
years have jumped 55 percent, to the 
tune of $166 billion. 

National defense has jumped $118 
billion by a tune of 26 percent. 

In light of those increases, we have 
cut this 75 percent and we have not 
paid for those increases of entitle
ments in defense. 

I have tried to raise revenues in an 
amendment offered on the floor that 
was rejected. This year, we are giving 
another tax cut, revenues that we do 
not have, we are going to have to go 
out and borrow. As a result, interest 
cost on the national debt has grown 
$80 billion. There is the difficulty: The 
rich are getting richer and the poor 
are getting poorer. 

We have this little chance here for 
the impoverished areas of America 
that will not be taken care of with the 
Senator's particular amendment. I 
think they ought to be taken care of. I 
think the amendment ought to be re
jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time has expired on the opposing side. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, the ar
gument here is that the program has 
had at best a checkered record, at 
worst it has been disastrous. It is a 
program that Congress has not seen 
fit to reauthorize in 4 years. It is a pro
gram that Congress itself has seen fit 
to cut back and cut back. 

I listened to my distinguished col
leagues from the other side of the 
aisle talk and you would think that 
this was the greatest thing since sliced 
bread. But they do not vote to increase 
it. I just wonder where these programs 
are that the Senators talk about elimi
nating. 

As the distinguished minority leader 
said in West Virginia, "I think every
body knows some programs have 
failed." 

For every program that comes along, 
there seems to be a reason to resusci
tate, to pump a little more life into it. 
Here is a program that has not been 
authorized. For some reason, the Ap
propriations Committee just goes 
along and funds it. Mr. President, here 
is a little step we can take to reduce 
the deficit. I do hope I receive support 
for my amendment. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Rhode 
Island. 

The yeas and nays have been or
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

Senator from New Hampshire CMr. 
HUMPHREY] and the Senator from Wy
oming CMr. WALLOP] are necessarily 
absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Texas CMr. BENT
SEN] and the Senator from Louisiana 
CMr. JOHNSTON] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
GORTON). Are there any other Sena
tors in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 39, 
nays 57-as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 272 Leg.] 

YEAS-39 
Armstrong Glenn Murkowski 
Boren Goldwater Nickles 
Boschwltz Gorton Pressler 
Chafee Gramm Proxmire 
Cranston Hatch Quayle 
Danforth Hecht Roth 
DeConclnl Helms Rudman 
Dole Kassebaum Simpson 
Domenic! Laxalt Stafford 
East Lugar Symm.s 
Evans Mattingly Trible 
Exon McClure Warner 
Garn McConnell Wilson 

NAYS-57 
Abdnor Gore Melcher 
Andrews Grassley Metzenbaum 
Baucus Harkin Mitchell 
Bl den Hart Moynihan 
Bingaman Hatfield Nunn 
Bradley Hawkins Packwood 
Bumpers Heflin Pell 
Burdick Heinz Pryor 
Byrd Hollings Riegle 
Chiles Inouye Rockefeller 
Cochran Kasten Sar banes 
Cohen Kennedy Sasser 
D'Amato Kerry Simon 
Denton Lautenberg Specter 
Dixon Leahy Stennis 
Dodd Levin Stevens 
Duren berger Long Thurmond 
Eagleton Mathias Welcker 
Ford Matsunaga Zorlnsky 

NOT VOTING-4 
Bentsen Johnston 
Humphrey Wallop 

So the amendment <No. 943) was re
jected. 
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Hampshire is recog
nized. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
remind our colleagues that we are op
erating under a unanimous-consent 
agreement that this bill will be on the 
floor only until around 1 p.m. 

I therefore hope that we might 
move expeditiously. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the pending Helms amend
ment and the pending committee 
amendment be laid aside for the pur
poses of considering an amendment to 
be offered by the Senator from New 
York [Mr. MOYNIHAN] and that, at the 
conclusion and disposition on that 
amendment, the Senate return to the 
pending Helms amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
t here objection to the request of the 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, could the 
manager of the bill tell us the expecta
tion for handling amendments beyond 
the Moynihan amendment? 

Mr. RUDMAN. I will be pleased to 
respond to my friend from Colorado. 
We have the Moynihan amendment 
which will require a rollcall vote. We 
will then have a few minor amend
ments that we can handle in a period 
of 10 or 15 minutes. After that, it 
would be my expectation that the 
Helms amendment would then be con
sidered, hopefully for a relatively brief 
period of time. 

That amendment is to be followed 
by the Humphrey amendment and 
then some technical amendments to 
be offered by the committee. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. If the manager 
will yield further, is it his expectation 
that we will be able to do this in the 
next hour or so? 

Mr. RUDMAN. Assuming that we 
dispose of the Moynihan amendment, 
including the rollcall vote, by around 
12:30 p.m., I believe we probably could 
get to the Helms amendment just 
before 1 p.m. That, of course, assumes 
that we can get unanimous consent to 
extend the time for debate on this 
measure beyond 1 p.m. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
thank the manager and I have no ob
jection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from New York is rec
ognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 944 

<Purpose: To earmark $1 million for the 
purpose of protecting the security of 
American telecommunications from for
eign surveillance by foreign diplomatic 
missions> 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

send to the desk an amendment for 
myself and Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. THUR
MOND, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. SARBANES, 
Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
SASSER, Mr. BAUCUS, and Mr. WALLOP, 
and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New York CMr. MOYNI
HAN], for himself and Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. SARBANES, 
Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. SASSER, 
Mr. BAucus, Mr. WALLOP, Mr. SYMMS, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. HART, Mr. DIXON, 
Mr. GLENN, and Mr. GOLDWATER, proposes 
an amendment numbered 944. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 18, line 10, after "expenses", add 

the following: : Provided, That of the funds 
appropriated by this section, not less than 
$1,000,000 shall be spent for the purpose of 
countering the interception of domestic 
American telecommunications by agents of 
the Soviet Union and its allies, from foreign 
missions maintained in the United States by 
those governments; Provided further, that 
by June 1, 1986 the Director of the F .B.I. 
shall submit to the appropriate committees 
of the Congress a report on the F.B.I.'s ca
pabilities and efforts to counter the elec
tronic interception of American telecom
munications by foreign agents. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
know of no reason we cannot meet the 
timetable that the distinguished man
ager of the legislation has proposed. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I appreciate the Sen
ator from New York offering that. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
this proposal is a very direct and 
simple one. It states that, of the $1.2 
billion appropriated for the FBI in 
this legislation, not less than $1 mil
lion shall be spent "for the purpose of 
countering the interception of domes
tic American telecommunications by 
agents of the Soviet Union and its 
allies." It also states, that, by June 1 
of 1986, the Director of the FBI will 
submit to the appropriate committees 
of Congress "a report on the FBI's ca
pabilities and efforts to counter the 
electronic interception of American 
telecommunications by foreign 
agents." 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield for a re
quest? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I yield. 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from New York be agreeable 

to adding the Senator from Colorado 
as a cosponsor? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I will be honored. 
Mr. HART. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Colorado wishes to be 
added as a cosponsor, and I so ask 
unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
am able to state that this proposal has 
the solid support of the Director of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. I 
have spoken with Judge Webster 
within the hour, and he has stated to 
me, not just that he is solidly behind 
this measure, but he has repeated 
what many Members in this body will 
know is his concern that the American 
public's privacy is currently being in
vaded in the most massive espionage 
activity in the history of our Nation. It 
happens in New York from the Soviet 
Union's United Nations facilities in 
Glen Cove, Manhattan, and the Bronx 
and Riverdale; it is carried out here in 
Washington by the Soviet Embassy on 
16th Street and will soon be possible 
from the Mt. Alto Embassy. We have 
in consequence heard from the Na
tional Security Agency that upwards 
of 60,000 telephones costing $35,000 
each are going to be installed to pro
tect the communications of Govern
ment while simultaneously leaving the 
public and, if I may say, Congress, for 
that matter, exposed to this massive 
violation of what is generally thought 
to be our constitutional right to priva
cy. And it is being done by an un
friendly foreign power and a foreign 
totalitarian power at that. No doubt 
the Soviets think they are doing to 
Americans no more and no less than 
they do to their own citizens. But we 
ought not stand idly by while hostile 
intelligence services abuse Americans' 
fourth amendment right to be secure 
in the privacy of their communica
tions. We would not stand by if it were 
the American Government that were 
doing this. We would not, and we did 
not. 

Mr. President, I was on hand at a 
ceremony in the Rose Garden in Octo
ber 1978 when the President signed 
into law the Foreign Intelligence Sur
veillance Act, in which the most elabo
rate procedures were adopted-includ
ing the establishment of a special 
panel of Federal judges-to govern 
counterintelligence activities in this 
country to intercept telephone calls 
having to do with espionage activities. 
The FBI has to get a Federal judge to 
authorize it to eavesdrop on a suspect
ed spy. But Soviet spies can listen in to 
anybody, at any hour, all day long, 
and have been doing so for a decade 
and more. 

Mr. President, 10 years ago, Nelson 
Rockefeller, as Vice President of the 
United States and Chairman of the 
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Commission on CIA Activities within 
the United States, reported this fact 
to the Nation. Then-Governor Ronald 
Reagan was a member of that Com
mission. 

The Commission concerned itself 
with domestic activities that were 
properly its concern but in its June 
1976 report, the Commission went on 
to warn of a much more serious 
matter. It said: 

While making large-scale use of human in
telligence sources, the communist countries 
also appear to have developed electronic col
lection of intelligence to an extraordinary 
degree of technology and sophistication for 
use in the United States and elsewhere 
throughout the world ... Americans have a 
right to be uneasy if not seriously disturbed 
at the real possibility that their personal 
and business activities which they discuss 
freely over the telephone could be recorded 
and analyzed by agents of foreign powers. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that at this point in the RECORD 
this passage from the Commission 
report be printed. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
COMMISSION ON CIA ACTIVITIES WITHIN THE 

UNITED STATES 

Vice President Nelson A. Rockefeller, 
Chairman.-John T. Connor, C. Douglas 
Dillon, Erwin N. Griswold, Lane Kirkland, 
Lyman L. Le1nnitzer, Ronald Reagan, Edgar 
F . Shannon, Jr. 

David W. Belin, Executive Director. 
Senior Counsel.-Harold A. Baker, Ernest 

Gellhom, Robert B. Olsen, William W. 
Schwarzer. 

Counsel.-Marvin L. Gray, Jr., George A. 
Manfredi, James N. Roethe, James B. 
Weidner. 

Special Counsel.-Ronald J. Greene. 
Staff Members.-R. Mason Cargill, Peter 

R. Clapper, Timothy S. Hardy. 
Special Counsel to the Vice President.

Sol Neil Corbin. 
Counsel to the Vice President.-Peter J. 

Wallison. 
[Excerpts] 

FOREIGN INVASIONS OF UNITED STATES PRIVACY 

This Commission is devoted to analyzing 
the domestic activities of the CIA in the in
terest of protecting the privacy and security 
rights of American citizens. But we cannot 
ignore the invasion of the privacy and secu
rity rights of Americans by foreign coun
tries or their agents. This is the other side 
of the coin-and it merits attention here in 
the interest of perspective. 

Witnesses with responsibilities for coun
terintelligence have told the Commission 
that the United States remains the princi
pal intelligence target of the communist 
bloc. 

The communists invest large sums of 
money, personnel and sophisticated technol
ogy in collecting information-within the 
United States-on our military capabilities, 
our weapons systems, or defense structure 
and our social divisions. The communists 
seek to penetrate our intelligence services, 
to compromise our law enforcement agen
cies and to recruit as their agents United 
States citizens holding sensitive government 
and industry jobs. In addition, it is a 
common practice in communist bloc coun
tries to inspect and open mail coming from 
or going to the United States. 

In an open society such as ours, the intel
ligence opportunities for our adversaries are 
immeasurably greate1· than they are for us 
in their closed societies. Our society must 
remain an open one, with our traditional 
freedoms unimpaired. But when the intelli
gence activities of other countries are flour
ishing in the free environment we afford 
them, it is all the more essential that the 
foreign intelligence activities of the CIA and 
our other intelligence agencies, as well as 
the domestic counterintelligence activities 
of the FBI, be given the support necessary 
to protect our national security and to 
shield the privacy and rights of American 
citizens from foreign intrusion. 

The Commission has received estimates 
that communist bloc intelligence forces cur
rently number well over 500,000 worldwide. 

The number of communist government of
ficials in the United States has tripled since 
1960, and is still increasing. Nearly 2,000 of 
them are now in this country-and a signifi
cant percentage of them have been identi
fied as members of intelligence or security 
agencies. Conservative estimates for the 
number of unidentified intelligence officers 
among the remaining officials raise the level 
to over 40 percent. 

In addition to sending increasing numbers 
of their citizens to this country openly, 
many of whom have been trained in espio
nage, communist bloc countries also place 
considerable emphasis on the training, pro
vision of false identification and dispatching 
of "illegal" agents-that is, operatives for 
whom an alias identity has been systemati
cally developed which enables them to live 
in the United States as American citizens or 
resident aliens without our knowledge of 
their true origins. 

While making large-scale use of human in
telligence sources, the communist countries 
also appear to have developed electronic col
lection of intelligence to an extraordinary 
degree of technology and sophistication for 
use in the United States and elsewhere 
throughout the world, and we believe that 
these countries can monitor and record 
thousands of private telephone conversa
tions. Americans have a right to be uneasy 
if not seriously disturbed at the real possi
bility that their personal and business ac
tivities which they discuss freely over the 
telephone could be recorded and analyzed 
by agents of foreign powers. 

This raises the real spector that selected 
American users of telephones are potential
ly subject to blackmail that can seriously 
affect their actions, or even lead in some 
cases to recruitment as espionage agents. 
2. The Testing of Communications Intercept 

Svstems Within the United States 
Monitoring of foreign conversations is an 

important aspect of modem intelligence col
lection. Several new systems developed by 
the Agenda for use overseas have been 
tested in the United States. In the process 
of this testing, private communications, pre
sumably between United States citizens, 
have sometimes been overheard. 

In many cases conversations were over
heard but not recorded. In other cases, con
versations were recorded for evaluation pur
poses but the recordings were kept only 
until the testing was concluded, at which 
time they were destroyed. 

No evidence was found that any such tests 
were ever directed against persons for the 
purpose of learning the content of any com
munication. In most instances, the speakers 
were never identified. Nor was any evidence 
found that the Agency disseminated or even 

attempted to exploit the contents of any 
intercepted or recorded conversations. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I do not want to 
take the Senate's time further. I see 
the distinguished Senator from Arizo
na rising. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Will the Sena
tor from New York yield to me? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am happy to. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 

the Senator from New York is report
ing on a very, very serious matter. F.s
pionage by eavesdropping in this coun
try is so vast, believe me there is no 
way to describe it. The Soviet Embassy 
occupies one of the highest hills in 
Washington. If you fly over their 
building in a helicopter, it is covered 
with intercepting antennas. I dare say 
they can intercept any telephone con
versation in Washington. Not only 
that, it is possible to eavesdrop any
place in this country on the microwave 
long distance system used by all tele
phone companies. Not only that, it is 
possible to eavesdrop on the satellite 
transmissions both to the satellite and 
from the satellite. 

I think it is high time-in fact the 
Senator and I used to talk about this 
when we both served on the Intelli
gence Committee, about the danger to 
our country and the ability of our 
President to stop it. And yet it has not 
been stopped and it continues, and it is 
to the total detriment of our country. 

The Soviets or any other country 
know literally everything we are 
doing. Not only that, you think we 
have privacy on our telephones. We do 
not. I can buy a radio for $25 and let 
you listen in on any conversation you 
want to. I think the Senator is doing a 
great favor for our country, not just 
the Senate or the Congress, but our 
country which is the important thing, 
by calling attention to this. And I 
hope that we are able to do something 
about it. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend. 

I conclude my remarks in two ways. 
As if to confirm what the Senator 
from Arizona, my distinguished, re
vered colleague on the Intelligence 
Committee said, Walter G. Deeley, 
Deputy Director of the National Secu
rity Agency, was reported by the New 
York Times on October 20 to have said 
of this matter-and he was speaking of 
the Soviets: 

They are having us for breakfast. We are 
hemorrhaging. Your progency may not 
enjoy the rights we do today if we do not do 
something. 

Second, Mr. President, I would like 
to note with great concern and dismay 
that there has been a tendency evi
dent within our Government-the pre
vious administration and this one 
alike-to try to separate the interests 
of Government from the rights of our 
people. There seems to be some in 
Government who believe that if they 
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protect themselves, the public may go 
unprotected. That is not our kind of 
Government and that is not our kind 
of President. He would not be allowing 
that, as you know. 

That is why I am happy to say that 
Judge Webster, who speaks for the ad
ministration in such matters, has said 
he is "solidly" behind this. The FBI 
will, of course, be the judge of what 
expenditures are to be allocated to 
this purpose. We have complete confi
dence in the Director in this matter. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from New York yield? 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am happy to 

yield. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I also 

ask that I may be added as a cosponsor 
to the amendment of the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Might I join in that 
request, also? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that my two 
former colleagues on the Intelligence 
Committee, Senator LEAHY and Sena
tor CHAFEE, be added as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I con
gratulate the Senator for bringing this 
forward. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from New York should be compli
mented for bringing this forward. 

What the Senator from Arizona has 
said is absolutely so. Someone asked 
me once if I might be overreacting to 
the suggestions that I have made, 
along with the Senator from New 
York and the Senator from Arizona, 
that the Soviets use their facilities 
here in the United States to spy elec
tronically. I asked them if they really 
think they have those extra 20 or 30 
antennas on the Embassy so they 
could get better HBO reception. There 
has to be a reason more than watching 
Saturday Night Live or Monday Night 
Football for all those antennas. 

The fact is that with the new Mr. 
Alto setup they can listen to any 
transmissions out of the White House, 
the Pentagon, the CIA, the Treasury, 
the Capitol itself, and virtually any
thing else in between. We, of course, 
put our Embassy in a swamp in 
Moscow. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. On the banks of 
the Moscow River. 

Mr. LEAHY. Yes. 
We say, "Gosh, fellows, we don't 

want to off end you by making any
thing difficult for you." It is sort of 
like the opposition to the Leahy
Cohen amendment to cut down on the 
number of diplomats, we might off end 
them. 

I am worried that the only thing we 
can do to show our displeasure is to 
tell the Soviet Ambassador he is going 
to have to park out front, rather than 
in the garage. I am sure when that 
news gets out it will strike fear in the 
hearts of the Politburo. 

I would like to see us do something 
more. I compliment the Senator from 
New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
names of the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona, Mr. GOLDWATER, be 
added as a cosponsor, and want to note 
the cosponsorship of the distinguished 
Senator from South Carolina, Mr. 
HOLLINGS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
am mindful of the managers' schedule 
in this regard. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from New York. 
The subcommittee fully supports the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from New York. Furthermore, I have 
assured my friend from New York that 
we have every intention, when we get 
to conference with the House of Rep
resentatives, of making every effort to 
ensure that this amendment is pre
served. I understand that the Senator 
from New York would nonetheless like 
to have a RECORD vote on this issue. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am very grateful 
for the manager's expression of deter
mination to see that this emerges from 
conference intact. I prefer a rollcall, 
because the last time we accepted it, it 
was dropped in the conference com
mittee. I think we should say the 
Senate is solid on this matter. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I be
lieve a record vote is appropriate on 
this issue. I believe the Senator from 
New York is bringing us into the real 
world. It is tough. It is not a question 
of whether or not we are protective or 
destablilizing. It is a question of 
whether or not we are going to main
tain the security that we should have 
and, really, in regards to this kind of 
intercept, the respect and dignity of 
freedom that we enjoy in this land of 
ours. 

So I fully support the amendment. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that Senators 
DIXON and GLENN be added as cospon
sors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With· 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Is there further debate on the 
amendment? If not, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from New York CMr. MoYNI· 
HAN]. 

The yeas and nays been ordered and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I announced that 

the Senator from Wyoming CMr. 
WALLOP], is necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Texas CMr. BENT
SEN], the Senator from Louisiana CMr. 
JOHNSTON] is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who wish to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 96, 
nays 1, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 273 Leg.] 

YEAS-96 
Abdnor 
Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Eagleton 
East 
Evans 
Exon 
Ford 
Garn 
Glenn 

Goldwater 
Gore 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hart 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Hawkins 
Hecht 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Helms 
Hollings 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Lau ten berg 
Laxalt 
Leahy 
Levin 
Long 
Lugar 
Mathias 
Matsunaga 
Mattingly 
McClure 
McConnell 

NAYS-1 
Duren berger 

Melcher 
Metzenbaum 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Quayle 
Riegle 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
Simon 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Trible 
Warner 
Weicker 
Wilson 
Zorinsky 

NOT VOTING-3 
Bentsen Johnston Wallop 

So the amendment <No. 944) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, may 
we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
Helms amendment and the pending 
committee amendment be temporarily 
laid aside for the purposes of, first, 
considering an amendment to be of
fered by the Senator from Idaho CMr. 
SYMMS], and, second, to consider an 
amendment to be offered by the Sena
tor from New York CMr. D'AMATO] and 
that at the conclusion of action on 
those two amendments the pending 
business then be the Helms amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
have no objection. We have cleared 
both amen~ents on this side. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With

out objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 945 

<Purpose: To express the sense of the 
Senate toward Romania's contempt of re
ligious freedom and the repression of na
tional minorities> 
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Idaho CMr. SYIDISJ pro
poses an amendment numbered 945. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end thereof add the following new 

section: 
The Senate finds that: The following 

events document Romania's attitudes 
toward religious and ethnic rights: 

1. Father Geza Palfi, a Roman Catholic 
priest of Hungarian nationality, was arrest
ed on December 26, 1983 because he men
tioned in his Christmas Day sermon that 
Christmas Day should be a public holiday, 
instead of a working day. At the time of his 
arrest he was savagely beaten by the Roma
nian secret police <Securitate> outside of his 
parish church. Father Palfi died three 
months later of internal injuries sustained 
during his beating. 

2. Daniel Cantarama, a minister of the 
Seventh Day Adventist Church, was sen
tenced to ten years in prison for "embezzle
ment" charges made by government offi
cials, despite the fact that Cantaram's 
former employers signed an affidavit that 
he was a model employee, always "honest 
and disciplined." Both Christian Response 
International and Amnest International in
vestigated the charges and found them 
baseless. 

3. Under pressure from Western churches 
and governments, the Romanian govern
ment agreed to receive 10,000 Hungarian 
Bibles from the World Reformed Alliance to 
be distributed among the congregations of 
the Hungarian Reformed Church in Roma
nia. The Romanian Ambassador repeatedly 
pointed to the permission to distribute the 
Bibles as an example of his government's 
goodwill toward religious freedom. Most of 
the Bibles vanished, however, reappearing 
as toilet paper sold in Romanian stores. 
This contemptuous, cynical action demon
strates the utter disregard of the Romanian 
government to both internationally given 
promises, and to the sacred book. The grind
ing up of Bibles into toilet paper constitutes 
a heinous degradation of religion, unparal
leled even among communist governments. 

4. The Romanian government bulldozed a 
number of churches, including Orthodox, 
Baptist, Pentecostal, and Roman Catholic 
churches in Romania, most recently in Bu
charest, Timisoara and Arad. The largest 
Baptist church in Europe, at Oradea is 
scheduled to be demolished in the near 
future. 

5. Five leading Baptist pastors in Bucha
rest have all been falsely accused of "embez
zling" congregational funds which they 
spent with the full knowledge and consent 

of their congregations, but without the ap
proval of the Ministry of Cults. 

6. Klaus wagner, of Sighisoara, a member 
of the Brethren Church, and Maria and 
Fibia Delepeta of Carpinis, members of the 
Army of the Lord/Romanian Orthodox 
Church, were arrested October 1, 1981 and 
sentenced to six years, five years, and five 
years imprisonment respectively for their 
"illegal" religious activities. 

7. A number of Christians in Romania, 
among them Silviu Coitata and Costel 
Georgescu from Ploesti, have been arrested 
and sentenced for distributing Bibles. 

8. John Tedosiu from Cluf-Napoca was ar
rested and charged on December 16, 1981 
for espionage, because of his activities in 
compiling information for various human 
rights organizations relating to the arrests 
and persecution of religious believers in the 
Socialist Republic of Romania. He has been 
held incommunicado by the secret police 
and his present fate today is unknown. 

9. Relatives of Christian believers are 
often compelled to sign statements that 
could subject their loved ones, solely be
cause of their religious beliefs-to treatment 
and detention in psychiatric hospitals. 

10. In past years, and even today, a 
number of Christians are subject to repeat
ed interrogations, beatings, torture and elec
tric shock treatments. 

The following facts document the Roma
nian government attitude toward the na
tional minorities in Romania: 

1. In the province of Transylvania, where 
the overwhelming majority of Romania's 
national minorities live, including the 2.5 
million Hungarians, the Romanian govern
ment pursues a policy of denationalization 
toward the nationalities. 

2. Education in the mother tongue is se
verely limited despite international agree
ments which Romania has signed guaran
teeing it. There are practically no courses in 
Hungarian in the institutions of higher 
learning, and only very limited instruction 
in Hungarian in the high schools and voca
tional schools. About half of the Hungarian 
high school students are deprived of educa
tion in the mother tongue. 

3. There is open discrimination against 
graduates of Hungarian school sections on 
the high school and university levels. Those 
who survive and receive a diploma are sent 
to the Romanian parts of the state for em
ployment. 

4. There are no more Hungarian television 
programs, with the exception of a 30-minute 
news broadcast on Radio Bucharest. Hun
garian theaters and dance troupes are large
ly to play or perform translationa from Ro
manian plays and dance programs. 

5. Documents of the Hungarian history of 
Transylvania from over a millennium are 
under government lock and key, and even 
baptismal records of the Hungarian Re
formed Church have been confiscated by 
the Romanian state in the western dioceses 
and are being collected in the eastern dio
cese. 

6. There is substantial discrimination 
against Hungarians and other nationalities 
in the labor and housing markets which is 
widely documented. At the same time, there 
are large-scale settlements of Romanians in 
the nationality areas. 

These reprehensible and blatantly evil 
practices occur in spite of the fact that in 
the Paris Peace Treaty of 1947, Romania 
undertook the solemn obligation not to dis
criminate on the "basis of race, religion and 
national origin," and that in the Declara
tion of the Heads of State at Helsinki on 

August 1, 1975, Romania agreed "to recog
nize and respect the freedom of the individ
ual to profess and practice, alone or in com
munity with others, religion of belief acting 
in accordance with the dictates of its own 
conscience." Similar obligations were under
taken by Romania in the International Cov
enant of Civil and Political Rights which 
the Romanian government had ratified in 
1974. In accordance with Section 402 of the 
1974 Trade Act, Romania's emigration and 
human rights record is required to be stud
ied annually by the administration, as well 
as both Houses of Congress in determining 
its eligibility for Most Favored Nation trad
ing status. 

Therefore, it is the Sense of the Senate 
that: 

1. The United States should play an active 
role in restoring the human rights and cul
tural and religious rights to the Romanian 
people in accordance with the Helsinki Ac
cords and the International Covenant of 
Civil and Political Rights and the principles 
of religious freedom on which this country 
was founded. 

2. These acts of religious oppression and 
persecution taken by the government of the 
Socialist Republic of Romania are barbaric 
and repugnant to the community of civilized 
nations, and in violation of the intrinalc 
rights of all men. 

3. These actions are particularly objec
tionable because they are in blatant viola
tion of the Helsinki Accords and the Inter
national Covenant of Civil and Political 
Rights. Romania's outright contempt for 
international agreements should be taken 
into consideration during the future bilater
al agreements between this country and the 
Socialist Republic of Romania. 

4. In the event that there has been no im
provement in Romania's attitude toward re
ligious freedom, at the next opportunity 
under Title IV of the Trade Act of 1974, the 
President should actively consider such 
human rights violations in deciding whether 
to re-extend Most Favored Nation trading 
status for Romania. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, the 
amendment I am offering today con
cerns an issue which has come to 
public attention to an increasing 
degree in recent months. The amend
ment I am offering is a sense of the 
Senate resolution which urges the 
President, in the absence of improve
ments in Romania's attitude toward 
religious freedom to consider human 
rights violations in deciding whether 
to reextend most-favored-nation trad
ing status for Romania. 

The Finance Subcommittee on 
International Trade held a hearing on 
the issue of MFN status for Romania 
this summer on July 23, and excellent 
testimony was delivered by our former 
Ambassador to Romania, David Fun
derburk, as well as a number of other 
experts in the field on this subject. 

It is clear to me, and to many of my 
colleagues, that Romania is undeserv
ing of MFN status. The Jackson-Vanik 
agreement, which tied MFN to emigra
tion and respect for human rights, was 
sound in its basis. It told Communist 
countries that the United States would 
take its internal policies seriously in 
malting decisions on trade relations. 
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Unfortunately, MFN can easily be 
taken for granted unless the Congress 
keeps a watchful eye on recipient 
countries' behavior. It is apparent that 
Romania has assumed, because Con
gress has been remiss in its oversight 
responsibilities, that it can persecute 
religious worshippers, trample on 
human rights, and ignore our protesta
tions, because all our words are mean
ingless. MFN status is leverage that 
has the potential to improve the con
ditions of life for people in Romania, 
but leverage is useless unless the 
United States employs it. To ignore 
human rights abuses, and to let MFN 
become gratuitous is to tolerate tor
ture, intimidation, and state terrorism, 
and to turn our shoulder to the suffer
ing of the Romanian people and to 
others that pray and hope that the 
United States will exert pressure on 
their governments to change things 
for their betterment. 

Romania needs the United States; it 
does not work in the reserve. While 
total two-way trade, and I am now 
quoting from testimony delivered by 
Dr. Juliana Pilon on July 23 before 
the International Trade Subcommit
tee, increased from $450 million in 
1976 to over $1.21 billion in 1984, 
United States exports to Romania 
have held virtually steady from $249 
million in 1976 to $246 million in 1984. 
Romania receives United States 
Export-Import Bank and Commodity 
Credit Corporation credits to purchase 
United States exports, and is eligible 
for political risk insurance from the 
Overseas Private Investment Corpora
tion. 

So the United States has a large 
trade imbalance with Romania, while 
our exports to that country are subsi
dized by U.S. taxpayers. 

Romania capitalizes on its profita
ble, one-sided relationship with the 
United States, and its repressive 
regime is in essence financed by 
United States aid. As Dr. Richard 
Pipes has expressed so well in his 
many publications about the Soviet 
Union, Communist countries only 
move to improve their internal condi
tions when sufficient pressure is exert
ed upon them externally. Romania is 
no exception to that rule. The United 
States Government has protested vo
cally about human rights in certain 
countries, most recently about South 
Africa. There is no comparison be
tween human rights in Romania and 
in South Africa. Romania has the 
worst record of human rights in the 
Eastern bloc. Romania's Dictator, 
Ceausescu, sanctions such notorious 
tactics as incarceration in psychiatric 
hospitals, torture, political assassina
tion. Amnesty International and Hel
sinki Watch have cited instances of 
the imprisonment of people who are 
exercising their right to freedom of 
expression in a nonviolent fashion. 
The beating and murder of a priest 

who simply stated that Christmas 
should be made a public holiday typi
fies the atrocities common to the 
Ceaucescu regime. The abuses seem 
endless; the reports are so common
place as to harden many of us in the 
West about the frequency of their oc
currence. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of 
this amendment and thank my col
leagues in advance for their support. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Idaho is acceptable on this side. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. It is acceptable on 
this side, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 945) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I move to consider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 946 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New York CMr. 
D'AMATO], for himself, Mrs. HAWKINS, and 
Mr. SYMMS, proposes an amendment num
bered 946. 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol
lowing new section: 

SEc. <a> The Congress finds and declares 
that-

<1> Miroslav Medvid, a Soviet merchant 
seaman serving aboard a merchant ship, the 
M. V. Marshal Konev, jumped into the Mis· 
sissippi River and swan ashore on Thursday, 
October 24, 1985; 

<2> upon reaching shore Medvid contacted 
a New Orleans Police Department station 
and indicated he was a Soviet citizen; 

<3> Medvid was turned over to the United 
States Border Patrol which had a contract 
interpreter interview him by telephone in 
Ukrainian; 

(4) the interpreter states that Medvid 
clearly stated under questioning that he de
sired to remain in the United States and 
that the interpreter informed the Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service Officers on 
the scene of Medvid's wishes; 

<5> despite being informed of Medvid's 
desire to remain in the United States, the 
U.S. Border Patrol took him aboard a 
launch and attempted to return him to the 
Marshal Konev; 

<6> Medvid jumped overboard from the 
launch and again attempted to swim to 
shore; 

<7> the United States Border Patrol pulled 
Medvid out of the Mississippi River and 
forcibly returned him to the Marshal 
Konev, reportedly "kicking and screaming"; 

(8) the Department of State was not in
formed of the incident until 3:40 P.M. 

Friday, nearly half a day after Medvid was 
returned to the ship; 

<9> Medvid remained in Soviet custody 
aboard the M. V. Konev for two days until he 
was interviewed on Monday, October 28, 
1985 by a State Department official, both 
on board the Soviet ship and later aboard a 
U.S. Coast Guard cutter alongside; 

(10) Medvid stated during those interviews 
and a subsequent interview on Tuesday, Oc
tober 29, 1985, after a night's rest at a U.S. 
Navy shore facility, that he wanted to 
return to the Soviet Union; 

< 11 > there were Soviet officials present at 
every interview between Medvid and U.S. of
ficials except the first interview during 
which Medvid stated that he wished to 
remain in the United States; 

<12> the Department of State Office of 
Asylum Affairs has established formal pro
cedures for handling potential defectors; 

<13> the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service did not follow these procedures and 
has announced an investigation into this in
cident; and 

<14> this incident appears to follow gener
ally the same pattern as the Simas Kudirka 
incident, a situation President Nixon stated 
should never recur. 

Cb><l> All Federal agencies, including the 
Border Patrol and the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, shall review their 
policies for handling persons potentially 
seeking political asylum. 

<2> The Immigration and Naturalization 
Service shall establish clear, formal rules 
and procedures for its personnel and for 
Border Patrol personnel in order to prevent 
the forced return of any person seeking po
litical asylum to the jurisdiction of the 
country he or she is fleeing before formally 
determining, in consultation with the De
partment of State, whether such person has 
a well-founded fear of persecution. 

<3> Those agencies not having formal pro
cedures for handling persons seeking politi
cal asylum or having reason to doubt the ef
fectiveness of their procedures should con
sult the State Department's Office of 
Asylum Affairs for assistance. 

<4> The Immigration and Naturalization 
Service shall pursue an active and impartial 
investigation into the facts and circum
stances of the Miroslav Medvid case. 

<5> If it is determined by the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service's investigation 
that there are gounds to discipline any offi
cials under their jurisdiction for their roles 
in the Miroslav Medvid incident, appropri
ate personnel actions to achieve such disci
pline should be undertaken promptly and 
effectively, respecting all of the rights of 
the persons involved, so that any recurrence 
of improper handling of a political asylum 
case may be discouraged. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to off er an amendment to this 
bill to express the sense of the Senate 
regarding the recent incident in Lou
isiana where a Soviet sailor tried to 
defect. My amendment expresses the 
sense of the Senate that all U.S. per
sonnel, especially personnel of the Im
migration and Naturalization Service, 
shall follow established procedures 
when confronted with a potential de
fector. 

On October 24, a Soviet sailor, Mir
oslav Medvid, jumped from his ship, 
the MV Konev, and swam ashore. He 
was picked up by the border patrol to 
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be brought back to the MV Konev. On 
the way back, however, he once again 
jumped overboard and swam to shore. 
According to official accounts, INS of
ficials did not understand him, so they 
returned him to the Soviet ship. The 
State Department came down after 
the sailor was returned, and only then 
were proper procedures followed. Un
fortunately, this was too little and too 
late. Medvid remained in Soviet custo
dy aboard the MV Konev for 2 days 
until he was interviewed by U.S. offi
cials on Monday, October 28. 

Yesterday, a fellow Helsinki Com
missioner, Congressman DoN RITTER, 
brought to public attention, Irene 
Padoch, the original translator for 
Miroslav Medvid. What she said, Mr. 
President, is unbelievable. 

Irene Padoch, who works part time 
as a translator for the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service, was called 
in New York to translate by phone for 
the Soviet sailor. When asked why he 
jumped, Medvid stated that he would 
"like to stay in an honest country." He 
also stated that he could not explain 
in only a few minutes over the phone 
why he could not return to the Soviet 
Union. 

Irene Padoch also stated that she 
made it clear to INS personnel that 
Mr. Medvid wanted political asylum. 
Shortly after Ms. Padoch finished her 
phone conservation with the Ukraini
an and the INS officials, Miroslav 
Medvid was inexplicably returned to 
the Soviet ship. 

I find it hard to understand how 
U.S. officials can strongly insist that 
since Medvid had every opportunity to 
defect and did not, the matter is 
closed. 

Mr. President, the matter is not 
closed. U.S. officials had a window of 
opportunity with Miroslav Medvid, 
and they blew it. The second he was 
returned to the Soviet ship, his 
chances of asylum were gone. We 
should have a complete accounting of 
events on this matter. I highly com
mend the President for ordering a 
complete investigation of this incident. 

I do not think there is any doubt 
that Miroslav Medvid was coerced into 
changing his mind. We all know it is 
not difficult for Soviet authorities to 
change a Soviet citizen's mind. If they 
did not threaten Mr. Medvid personal
ly, then they threatened his entire 
family. With this specter over his 
head, I am not surprised he signed a 
statement denying his desire to defect. 

The Soviet ship is to head back to 
the Soviet Union tomorrow. What will 
happen to Mr. Medvid? Most likely, he 
will disappear, possibly become a non
person. If he is to face such a demise, 
the fault will only be ours. 

U.S. Officials at the INS and the 
border patrol, and any other officials 
who deal with possible asylum situa
tions, must be better educated to re
spond to such situations. Where none 
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exist, formal procedures for U.S. agen
cies regarding the handling of persons 
seeking political asylum must be estab
lished. Current procedures should be 
revised as well, to ensure that there 
will not be a repeat of this incident. 

Mr. President, this matter has been 
cleared by both the majority and mi
nority. I thank them for their support. 
I move in the adoption of this amend
ment. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
York is acceptable on this side. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 
amendment is acceptable to us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 946) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 884 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question recurs on the pending busi
ness, the amendment of the Senator 
from North Carolina CMr. HELMS]. 

The Senator from New Hampshire? 
Mr. RUDMAN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, today I shall raise a 

point of order challenging the consti
tutionality of the pending Helms/ 
Armstrong amendment. I am using 
this unusual procedure because I be
lieve it brings into focus the serious 
constitutional questions raised by that 
amendment. This is different from 
any other instance that Congress re
stricted the funding for abortions 
since it involves women whose liberty 
the Government has curtailed by in
carceration in the Federal Prison 
System. I believe the eighth amend
ment and the case law clearly requires 
the Bureau of Prisons to provide a 
standard of medical care for its in
mates that would include the right to 
provide funding for abortions. 

It has long been established that the 
eighth amendment's prohibition on 
cruel or unusual punishment requires 
that medical prisoners receive ade
quate medical care. The Supreme 
Court specifically addressed this issue 
in 1976 in the case, Estelle versus 
Gamble. In the Estelle case, an inmate 
sued the Texas Department of Correc
tions on the grounds that he received 
inadequate treatment for a back 
injury. While finding that the plain
tiff had in fact received adequate care, 
the Court laid out the guiding princi
ples of this area of the law. The Court 
said: 

. . . elementary principles establish the 
Government's obligation to provide medical 
care for those whom it is punishing by in-

carceration. An inmate must rely on prison 
authorities to treat his medical needs; if the 
authorities fail to do so, those needs will not 
be met. In the worst cases, such a failure 
may actually produce physical "torture or a 
lingering death," ... the evils of most im
mediate concern to the drafters of the 
amendment. In less serious cases, denial of 
medical care may result in pain and suffer
ing which no one suggests would serve any 
penological purpose . . . The infliction of 
such unnecessary suffering is inconsistent 
with contemporary standards of decency as 
manifested in modern legislation codifying 
the common-law view that "it is but just 
that the public be required to care for the 
prisoner, who cannot by reason of the depri
vation of his liberty, care for himself." 

Mr. President, I believe this decision 
runs totally against the Helms amend
ment. In addition, cases decided since 
the Estelle case have served to 
strengthen my position. In a case de
cided in 1977 in New York, Todaro 
versus Ward, the second circuit stated: 

Noting that inmates are utterly dependent 
upon their custodians, the court was careful 
to observe that the eighth amendment for
bids not only deprivations of medical care 
that produce physical torture and lingering 
death, but also less serious denials which 
cause or perpetuate pain. To assert other
wise would be inconsistent with contempo
rary standards of human decency. It is clear 
from this principle that a constitutional 
claim is stated when prison officials inten
tionally deny access to medical care or inter
fere with prescribed treatment. 

Mr. President, the last sentence is 
crucial-a constitutional claim of a vio
lation of the eighth amendment arises 
when prison officials intentionally 
deny access to medical care. Yet, this 
is precisely what the Helms/ Arm
strong amendment would do-it would 
intentionally deny incarcerated 
women the ability to have an abortion, 
a medical procedure that is legal 
under the laws of the United States. 

Mr. President, Congress does not 
have the right to violate an individ
ual's constitutional rights by legisla
tion, nor can it require the Bureau of 
Prisons to do so. 

I want to add that this right to medi
cal care for inmates is fairly broad. 
Numerous cases have ruled that dental 
care is included as well as psychologi
cal care. Regarding physical care, 
courts have ruled that the constitu
tional right to care arises whenever 
there is a "serious" medical need. A 
"serious" medical need is defined by 
the courts as "one that has been diag
nosed by a physician as requiring 
treatment or one that is so obvious 
that a lay person would easily recog
nize the necessity for a doctor's atten
tion," or medical treatment of one 
type or another that would be legal 
under the law. 

Clearly, a pregnancy is so obvious a 
lay person would recognize the need 
for medical treatment. Clearly, a preg
nancy far exceeds the needs for medi
cal attention than dental work. As 
such, although the courts have never 
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addressed the specific issue of abortion 
in the Federal Prison System, I believe 
they would have no choice but to rule 
that an abortion is a serious medical 
need that must be protected for in
mates. 

The Bureau of Prisons has reviewed 
the matter in detail. Based on the stat
utes and the case law, the Bureau's 
policy regarding the medical care pro
vided for its inmates is that each 
inmate is entitled to at least the same 
level of medical care that is available 
to the average citizen of the United 
States. Anything less, they believe, 
would violate the inmates' eighth 
amendment rights. Since abortions are 
available to the average citizen of the 
United States, they feel they must 
also be available to their female in
mates. 

This analysis is not at all inconsist
ent with the McRae decision which 
upheld the Hyde amendment for Med
icaid. In that case, the Court found 
that the restriction on Federal funds 
did not create an absolute barrier to 
the ability of a woman to have an 
abortion pursuant to the exercise of 
her privacy rights as recognized in Roe 
versus Wade. If the Helms/ Armstrong 
amendment is adopted, the restriction 
placed on Federal funds would in fact, 
create an absolute barrier to indigent 
prisoners seeking abortions. 

In short, Mr. President, we have a 
unique situation here that is different 
from other cases where Congress re
stricted Federal funds for abortions. 
When the Federal Government incar
cerates a woman for committing a 
crime, it severely limits her liberties. 
This, in turn, brings into play constitu
tional protections whereby society 
guarantees her shelter, food, and mini
mum adequate medical treatment. I 
believe the case law would unequivo
cally include an abortion under the 
definition of minimum adequate medi
cal treatment. If we in Congress, pass 
the Helms amendment, we would pro
hibit her from receiving that medical 
care since she has no option to go else
where. 

For all these reasons, I believe the 
pending amendment would directly 
violate the eighth amendment of the 
U.S. Constitution. We cannot do our 
job as Senators if we create such a sit
uation. Therefore, I shall raise the 
point of order that the amendment is 
unconstitutional and I urge all my col
leagues to support me. 

CONSTITUTIONAL POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. President, I raise a point of 
order that the pending amendment 
<No. 884) is in violation of the Consti
tution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the precedents of the Senate, dating 
back to Vice President John C. Cal
houn, the question of constitutionality 
is submitted to the judgment of the 
Senate. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from North Carolina. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

will the Senator from North Carolina 
yield for a moment, or perhaps he 
would like to ask for the yeas and 
nays? 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, does the 

Senator from Ohio wish to be recog
nized? I will yield to him. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. For a brief 
statement. That will be very gracious 
on the Senator's part. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator, without losing my 
right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the 
Senator from North Carolina for 
yielding to me. 

Mr. President, I support the consti
tutional point of order raised by the 
distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire. I believe that the point he 
has made so eloquently and has ex
plained so well, having to do with the 
legal aspects of the question, provides 
a convincing case as to why it would be 
unconstitutional for the Senate to 
adopt this amendment. Probably there 
is no more appropriate legislation we 
could find in which it would be more 
inappropriate for us to add an uncon
stitutional amendment than one 
having to do with Justice Department 
appropriations. 

Having said that, let me reiterate 
what I said the other day. It is my 
strong belief that the U.S. Congress 
has had a plethora of abortion amend
ments over the past 9 years. As a 
matter of fact, we have averaged about 
one a week, either an amendment or a 
bill, and I believe that enough is 
enough. 

I hope the Senate will see fit not to 
act favorably in connection with the 
Helms-Armstrong amendment. I think 
it would probably be more appropriate 
if the matter were disposed of on the 
basis raised by the Senator from New 
Hampshire, and that is that it would 
deprive the women who are incarcerat
ed in prison of their constitutional 
rights. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, my 
friend from Ohio said there has been a 
plethora of amendments over the past 
several years with respect to efforts to 
try to protect innocent human lives. 
He is correct-and I suggest to him 
that they are going to continue as long 
as Federal funds are used for the de-

liberate termination of innocent 
human life. 

He and I happen to disagree on this 
question, and I hope we can continue 
to disagree agreeably. 

As for my able friend from New 
Hampshire, there is no one in this 
Chamber whom I respect more than 
WARREN RUDMAN. He has brought a 
breath of fresh air to the Senate. He is 
a vigorous, creative, imaginative Sena
tor, and I admire him very much. He 
raises the question of the constitution
ality of this amendment cosponsored 
by the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. ARMSTRONG] and me. 

This amendment simply applies the 
Hyde amendment to the Bureau of 
Prisons. I am not a lawyer, and that 
may be one of my few virtues around 
this place. Of course, the Constitution 
is not the exclusive domain of lawyers. 
As a matter of fact, the vast majority 
of people who framed the Constitution 
of the United States were not lawyers, 
so I cannot submit to a suggestion that 
only lawyers can understand the Con
stitution. I know that the Senator 
from New Hampshire has not contend
ed that. 

I have been struck over the years by 
the speciousness of editorial writers of 
this Nation with respect to what they 
call court stripping. If you want a 
bunch of constitutional experts who 
do not know anything about the Con
stitution, just look on the editorial 
pages of the major newspapers of this 
country. 

There has been a constant effort by 
this Senator and others, over the past 
several years, to restore school prayer, 
I say to my friend from New Hamp
shire. Each time we raise it, the spec
ter of an unconstitutional act is raised. 
Not so. 

Article Ill of the Constitution is 
written in very clear English. The 
Founding Fathers, the drafters of the 
Constitution in my judgment, recog
nized that there was such a thing as 
judicial tyranny. Therefore, they in
cluded in article III not only the ex
plicit congressional authority but also, 
in my judgment, the duty to rein in a 
runaway Supreme Court. This is an 
opinion not held solely by JESSE 
HELMS or anybody else. I have consult
ed countless constitutional scholars. 

Sam Ervin did not agree with me 
about the school prayer issue; but he 
told me over and over again, "Your ap
proach is right," whether it be with re
spect to school prayer or whatever. 

So I hope that Congress, and cer
tainly the Senate, will not this day 
embark on a misinterpretation of the 
Constitution of the United States. I, of 
course, hope that the point of order 
raised by the Senator from New 
Hampshire will not be sustained by 
the Senate. 

The Constitution is the charter for 
the Federal Government, entered into 
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by all Americans-lawyers and 
nonlawyers-and those of us in Con
gress should have a particular regard 
for it because we take an oath to 
uphold it and to obey it. 

Let me address just one or two 
things that my friend from New 
Hampshire said. He talked about un
necessary suffering at one point. 

I say to my friend that we are not 
talking about some abstract thing 
such as an appendectomy or an in
grown toenail procedure. We are talk
ing about the deliberate termination 
of innocent human life. That is what 
an abortion is. 

The Hyde amendment certainly 
ought to be applicable to the Bureau 
of Prisons. That is what the Senator 
from Colorado and I are trying to do. 
We are simply asking the Senate to 
provide that the Bureau of Prisons is 
not to use Federal funds, the taxpay
ers' money, appropriated under this 
bill, for the purpose of abortion. 
Through this legislation, Congress will 
be placing a restriction on funds we 
propose to appropriate. 

I do not think it takes a constitu
tional scholar, self-appointed or other
wise, to understand article I, section 9 
of the Constitution, because it clearly, 
and without any ambiguity whatso
ever, gives Congress the power of the 
purse. In part, that section provides: 

No Money shall be drawn from the Treas
ury, but in Consequence of Appropriations 
made by Law. 

If we approve the amendment by the 
Senator from Colorado and myself, we 
will be saying that no money shall be 
drawn from the Treasury to terminate 
innocent human life in Federal pris
ons. I say that in this case we are on 
the firmest of constitutional ground. 

In addition, the Supreme Court has 
already concurred in this judgment in 
the landmark case of Harris versus 
McRae. 

It is 448 U.S. 297, 1980. 
That case stands for the proposition 

that congressional restrictions against 
spending appropriated moneys for 
abortions violates no provision of the 
Constitution. 

Among other things, the Court said 
in McRae, "Whether freedom of 
choice that is constitutionally protect
ed warrants Federal subsidization is a 
question for Congress to answer, not a 
matter of constitutional entitiement. 
Accordingly, we conclude that the 
Hyde amendment does not impinge on 
the due process liberty recognized in 
Wade." 

Mr. President, in no way do I con
cede the validity of Roe versus Wade 
in citing this section of the McRae 
case. As far as I am concerned, Roe 
versus Wade has no basis whatsoever 
in the Constitution. It was in the judg
ment of this Senator an unconstitu
tional usurpation of power by the Su
preme Court ·and has led to the de
struction of innocent human life on a 

scale totally unprecedented in the his
tory of this country. 

But the point is that the Supreme 
Court in McRae, the case I just cited, 
held that there is nothing inconsistent 
between its holding in Roe versus 
Wade and congressional restrictions 
against funding abortions. 

But let us get back to the bottom 
line, Mr. President. 

This vote will put Senators on record 
one way or the other as to whether 
they favor using Federal funds for the 
purpose of deliberately terminating in
nocent human life. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator will withhold, under the 
unanimous-consent agreement, pursu
ant to which this appropriation bill 
came to the floor, consideration of the 
bill will terminate at this time. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Carolina yield 
for the purpose of an inquiry of the 
Chair? 

Mr. HELMS. I yield. 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, in a 

moment I am going to suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. The agreement we 
had with the majority and minority 
leaders was that at 1 o'clock, if we had 
not finished, they would want to give 
us a time certain for extension. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUDMAN. I withhold. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, let me 

yield the floor so others may take it 
after the Senator has consulted with 
the leadership about the extension of 
time. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I thank the Senator. 
. Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CHAFEE). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time to 
consider this bill be extended until the 
time of 2 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from New Hampshire? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. No objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. With

out objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Colorado is recog

nized. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 

wish to take a few minutes to tell you 
why the point of order propounded by 
the Senator from New Hampshire is 
off the mark and why I hope and be
lieve that the Senate will not sustain 
the point of order, but before I do so I 
wish to relate an experience that I had 

20-some years ago when I was a new 
member of the State legislature. 

I do intent to explain exactly and I 
think it is perfectly clear that the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from North Carolina and me is consti
tutional, but I do so with this reserva
tion that no one knows with any cer
tainty what a court will do. No one 
knows for sure if the same set of cir
cumstances, for example, that were 
present in Roe versus Wade were 
present to this Court or some future 
Court whether they would hold the 
same way or find some reason, some 
excuse to enter a different order under 
seemingly identical circumstances. 

But the episode that I wish to recall 
is that when I was I think in my first 
term in the State legislature about two 
decades ago, the Colorado General As
sembly was going to consider some leg
islation relating to redistricting and 
reapportionment, and we called in 
every legal scholar for 250 miles 
around, and they all came in and sol
emnly predicted exactly what the 
court would do, and all of them were 
100 percent dead wrong. 

The point is this, that when it comes 
to really knowing for sure particularly 
on close questions what some court is 
going to do, the fact is we do not 
know. And this issue of the constitu
tional status of abortion legislation is 
an area of the law that is evolving and 
very clearly both in the public con
sciousness and in the courts the direc
tion in which this matter is evolving is 
toward a less permissive attitude 
toward abortion. 

It seems very clear that even some 
people who in the past have been fa
vorable to abortion, who have favored 
abortion on demand, who have favored 
permissive resort to this surgical pro
cedure, are having second thoughts. 
Indeed, many have completely 
changed their mind in the light of 
medical evidence which I think impar
tial observers would agree is increas
ingly persuasive that the unborn fetus 
is not just a something, it is a person, 
it is a human living baby. 

So, it appears to me, Mr. President, 
while I am now going to take a 
moment to explain why I think this 
amendment is constitutional, it does, 
nonetheless, appear to me that this is 
really an intellectual cul de sac that 
Senators should not primarily make 
their decision on how to vote on this 
point of order based on someone's ob
servation about its constitutionality 
because in reality this is a policy issue. 
Does the Senate wish to provide Fed
eral funding for abortion? That is the 
issue. It is not primarily a question of 
what happened in the Mccrae case or 
what happened in the other cases 
which are being cited here today. 

With that reservation, Mr. Presi
dent, let me just make the following 
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points about the constitutional status 
of this amendment. 

First of all, I wish to note just as a 
matter of historical record that the 
abortion lobby has argued that every 
amendment that has ever been pro
posed which sought to restrict funding 
for abortion is unconstitutional. You 
will remember that they argued that 
the Hyde amendment was unconstitu
tional and at one point even found a 
Federal district court that agreed with 
that point of view, although the Su
preme Court subsequently affirmed 
the authority of Congress to refuse to 
pay for abortions and that, my friends, 
is the issue in this amendment. 

It is not whether or not any persons 
in or out of prison shall have a right 
to abortion. The question is whether 
they have a constitutionally protected 
right to have the Federal Government 
pay for it. 

Second, I wish to point out that Con
gress, after suitable consideration, has 
decided not to pay for abortions of 
women on welfare, Medicaid, and that 
is the issue in the McRae case, Federal 
employees, our own staff, Peace Corps 
personnel, or military personnel and 
their dependents. 

So far as I know, no one seriously 
argues that we have a constitutional 
responsibility to provide such funding, 
even though it would appear to me 
that someone could argue at some 
level that we might have a greater 
constitutional obligation to provide 
generous funding for these persons 
than for Federal prisoners. 

The reality is that abortion is an 
elective procedure. The amendment 
paralleling the Hyde restriction 
against Medicare funding of abortion 
leaves room to deal with the life-of
mother situation. 

The question is for an elective proce
dure whether or not we should pay for 
such procedures out of the Federal 
revenues. 

In the statement presented by the 
Senator from New Hampshire in sup
port of his point of order, the Senator 
makes the following observation with 
which I thoroughly disagree. He said, 
"If the Helms-Armstrong amendment 
is adopted, the restriction placed on 
Federal funds would, without a doubt 
create an absolute barrier to indigent 
prisoners seeking abortions." 

I do not think that is correct. Even if 
it were correct, I do not think it steps 
across the line of what is constitution
ally permissible, because it is analo
gous to the same situation that people 
who are not prisoners face; that is, the 
Federal Government does not neces
sarily pay for such abortions. We have 
not said, well, there is Medicaid or in 
some other way that the Federal Gov
ernment is so obligated. 

But I want to make it absolutely 
clear to anybody who might be follow
ing this or who is interested in the 
issue, that we are not talking about 

whether or not a prisoner has a right 
to an abortion. The question is wheth
er or not a prisoner has a right to have 
it paid for by the Federal Govern
ment. That distinction is important 
because, as a practical matter, funds 
are available, regrettably, in my judg
ment, to pay for such abortions, even 
for prisoners. 

Mr. President, I do not want to draw 
this out at any great length. I think 
most Senators will understand this is 
not primarily a constitutional ques
tion. It is a policy issue at this point. 
Those who think it is wise for the Fed
eral Government to pay for abortions 
will vote to sustain the point of order. 
Those who think it is unwise will not 
do so. 

The underlying question, however, 
as the Senator from North Carolina 
has said today and as he has so often 
forcefully made the case, is one of life. 
If Senators believe that the fetus is 
something less than human, then I do 
not see how a Senator can vote to in 
any way restrict the right of a preg
nant mother to have this kind of help. 
Indeed, it is an invasion of privacy, 
which I think is justified only if one 
concludes that the fetus is in fact a 
living, helpless human baby. And the 
evidence in support of that point of 
view is so strong, so massive at every 
level, including the medical level, that 
I am convinced that not only a majori
ty of Senators, but a growing number 
of people in every line of work, in 
every section of the country of every 
political persuasion really feel that to 
terminate such a life is wrong and to 
do it with Federal funds is not a policy 
which we want to support. 

So I hope the point of order will not 
be sustained. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I am 
going to be very brief, because I under
stand everybody agrees we should get 
to the vote on the point of order. 
Indeed, if that is not sustained, we will 
have a chance to debate the merits of 
the proposal. So I hope we would vote 
on the point of order almost immedi
ately. 

But I want to make a couple of re
marks in relation to the comments of 
the distinguished Senator from Colo
rado. 

No. 1, whether the Senator likes it 
or not-and he and our colleague, the 
distinguished Senator from North 
Carolina, do not like it-the fact is 
Roe versus Wade is the law of the 
land. 

Point No. 2, when the Senator men
tions elective, that implies that one 
has a freedom to choose. That is the 
reason the constitutional issue arises 
here. This is not a question, in other 
words, of poor versus rich, such as the 
Medicare law. That was decided by the 
Court and I disagree with that deci
sion. That decision regarding Federal 
funding said that those who cannot 
afford it will not get an abortion; 

those who can, can still go out and get 
an abortion. 

The issue here however, between the 
free and the imprisoned. There is no 
election involved as far as the individ
uals are concerned. They do not have 
the choices. They are in prison. They 
have lost their freedom. 

So, obviously, the constitutional 
issue raised under the eighth amend
ment comes up in terms of cruel and 
unusual punishment. Whatever they 
may be denied is clearly set forth in 
law within the bounds of this amend
ment. 

But please let us understand the 
Senator's portrayal here. It is as if the 
same choices were available to the 
inmate as are available to anyone of 
us, no matter what our category. But 
this is just not so, and he raises an en
tirely new issue under the Constitu
tion. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Will the Sena
tor yield just so we can pin down the 
area of our disagreement on this? 

Mr. WEICKER. Yes. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. I think that we 

have a real disagreement, not only 
about the policy, but about the effect 
of this amendment. So far as I am 
aware, there is nothing in this amend
ment that prohibits a prisoner who is 
seeking an abortion from arranging 
for such an abortion, getting the funds 
for it through relatives, friends, their 
father, their children, or through 
some proper abortion philanthropist. I 
do not personally approve of an abor
tion financed that way. I have already 
made it clear that I feel abortions are 
morally wrong in almost all cases. 

But this amendment does not go 
nearly that far. This simply says the 
Federal funds should not be used. As a 
practical matter, we are talking about 
several dozen abortions a year, for 
which adequate funds are readily 
available through proper abortion 
philanthropic sources, even though I 
might not approve of them. So I hope 
the Senator from Connecticut would 
reconsider his concern, at least to that 
extent. 

Mr. WEICKER. No; I cannot recon
sider my concern, because to say that 
means a prisoner has a choice; a full 
range of options for his or her care. 
The prisoner does not have that 
choice. That is exactly the point I am 
making. They cannot, on their own vo
lition, run to see any physician or ex
ercise a choice to have whatever diet 
they want. The prisoner does not have 
those choices. 

The Senator is imposing his stand
ard-and I respect that and I have no 
problem with that, because I am a free 
man. I can fight back in a variety of 
ways. 

A prisoner is not a free person. That 
is the difference. That is the constitu
tional issue. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
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Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, 

Senator HELMS' amendment to the 
State, Justice, Commerce appropria
tion bill would prohibit funds appro
priated under the act from being 
"used to pay for abortions for which 
Federal funds are not available under 
the Medicaid Program • • •" The 
intent of the amendment appears to 
be to place a "Hyde-type" restriction 
on the ability of prison authorities to 
pay for abortions. While such restric
tions have been upheld in public bene
fit programs in the Harris versus 
McRae case, I do not believe it can be 
constitutionally applied in the context 
of the Federal prisons. 

The Supreme Court held in Estelle 
versus Gamble that "deliberate indif
ferences to serious medical needs of 
prisoners constitutes the unnecessary 
and wanton infliction of pain" is in 
violation of the eighth amendment 
proscription against cruel and unusual 
punishment. 

While the Court left open the ques
tion of what treatment a prisoner is 
entitled to receive in a particular in
stance, it is clear that "serious medical 
needs" is not limited to life threaten
ing illness and is intended to include 
medical conditions that threaten 
health or cause pain and suffering. 
Against this backdrop, it is clear that 
the Helms' amendment, which would 
mandate "deliberate indifference" to 
medical needs for which abortion is in
dicated except in instances of life en
dangerment, violates the eighth 
amendment. 

The McRae decision, which upheld 
the constitutionality of the Hyde 
amendment is not relevant. In that 
case, the Supreme Court held that a 
restriction on the use of Federal Med
icaid funds for abortion did not violate 
the Constitution because it did not 
create an absolute barrier to the exer
cise of the privacy right recognized in 
Roe versus Wade. It simply removed 
the Federal subsidy. In theory-al
though rarely in practice-a Medicaid 
recipient may pay for the abortion 
herself or seek other sources of fund
ing. A Federal prisoner has no such al
ternative. She must "rely on prison au
thorities to treat [her] medical needs; 
if the authorities fail to do so, those 
needs will not be met." 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this amendment on the grounds that 
it is in violation of the eighth amend
ment to the Constitution. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, if there 
is no other Senator who wishes to 
speak, I intend, on behalf of Senator 
.ARMSTRONG and myself, to move to 
table the point of order. I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion to table the matter: Is the 
point of order well-taken that the 

amendment violates the Constitution 
and, for that reason, is not in order? 

The yeas and nays have been or
dered and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP] 
is necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN], 
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
DECONCINI], the Senator from Calif or
nia [Mr. JOHNSTON], and the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. LONG] are neces
sarily absent, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who wish to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 47, 
nays 48, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 274 Leg.] 
YEAS-47 

Abdnor Ford McClure 
Andrews Garn McConnell 
Armstrong Gore Melcher 
Biden Gramm Mitchell 
Boren Grassley Murkowski 
Boschwitz Hatch Nickles 
D'Arnato Hatfield Pressler 
Danforth Hawkins Proxmire 
Denton Hecht Quayle 
Dixon Heflin Roth 
Dole Helms Symms 
Domenici Humphrey Thurmond 
Duren berger Kasten Trible 
Eagleton Laxalt Wilson 
East Lugar Zorinsky 
Exon Mattingly 

NAYS-48 
Baucus Harkin Packwood 
Bingaman Hart Pell 
Bradley Heinz Pryor 
Bumpers Hollings Riegle 
Burdick Inouye Rockefeller 
Byrd Kassebaum Rudman 
Chafee Kennedy Sar banes 
Chiles Kerry Sasser 
Cochran Lautenberg Simon 
Cohen Leahy Simpson 
Cranston Levin Specter 
Dodd Mathias Stafford 
Evans Matsunaga Stennis 
Glenn Metzenbaum Stevens 
Goldwater Moynihan Warner 
Gorton Nunn Weicker 

NOT VOTING-5 
Bentsen Johnston Wallop 
DeConcini Long 

So the motion to table was rejected. 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion to lay on the table was re
jected. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I had 
asked for the yeas and nays on the 
point of order. Depending on the feel
ings of the Senator from North Caroli
na and the Senator from Colorado, I 
would ask unanimous consent to viti
ate the yeas and nays and go to a voice 
vote. 

I yield to the Senator from Colora
do. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Has the Senator 
from North Carolina spoken on the 
question? 

Mr. HELMS. No, I have not. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. I would be 

happy to follow the Senator from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Go ahead. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 

my thought is it is well to vitiate the 
yeas and nays. We have had a clear 
vote, though it is disappointing to me. 
Perhaps we can vote on this matter 
another day when all 100 Senators are 
present. But for now, I believe that 
view will prevail. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend from North Carolina 
and my friend from Colorado for their 
courtesy. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the yeas and nays be vitiat
ed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
for the immediate consideration of the 
pending question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Is the point of order well 
taken? 

All those in favor, say, "aye"; op
posed, "no." 

The ayes appear to have it. The ayes 
have it. 

The amendment <number 884> falls. 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 

move to lay that motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, what 

is the pending business? 
COMMITTEE AMENDMENT ON PAGE 69 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the committee amend
ment on page 69. 

Mr. RUDMAN Mr. President, am I 
correct in that the committee amend
ment is now the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. RUDMAN. It is my understand
ing that the Senator from New Hamp
shire, my colleague, Mr. HUMPHREY, 
has an amendment he wishes to off er 
to the committee amendment. I yield 
the floor. 

AMENDMENT NO. 947 

<Purpose: To limit the use of funds appro
priated by this Act tro the Legal Services 
Corporation to be used to participate in 
any litigation with respect to abortion> 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator will state it . 
Mr. HUMPHRI!:Y. Is there just one 

committee amendment remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

is one committee amendment to strike 
and insert language. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 



30248 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE November 1, 1985 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment will be stated. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Hampshire CMr. 

HUMPHREY] proposes an amendment num
bered 947. 

On page 69, after line 24, add the follow
ing: 

<c> None of the funds appropriated by the 
Act to the Legal Services Corporation may 
be used by the Corporation or any recipient 
of the Corporation to participate in any liti
gation with respect to abortion. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, will 
my colleague yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to my col
league. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I just want to say to 
those Senators who may be interested 
that it will probably be at least a half 
to three-quarters of an hour before we 
are able to get to final passage. We 
have this amendment and a number of 
technical amendments. 

I thank my colleague for yielding. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
HUMPHREY] is recognized. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
the amendment now before the Senate 
has a simple purpose. That is to fur
ther restrict the Legal Services Corpo
ration in matters of litigation involv
ing abortion. Congress in the past has 
applied some restrictions which, from 
the point of view of a number of Sena
tors, have proven to be insufficient to 
the challenge. 

The fact of the matter is that the 
Legal Services Act can still be inter
preted in such a way as to permit 
Legal Service grantees-that is, its at
torneys-to permit them to litigate in 
matters of abortion. 

The act as it is presently constituted 
does not permit Legal Services grant
ees to be involved in nontherapeutic 
abortions; that is, those abortions 
which are not medically indicated. 
The difficulty is that nowadays, a 
woman seeking an abortion can invari
ably find a doctor or doctors who will 
certify that it is in the interest of her 
mental health as opposed to physical 
health. Therefore, the stricture 
against Legal Services appropriations 
involvement in nontherapeutic abor
tions is really a nullity, since all abor
tions can be reclassified, if you will, as 
therapeutic simply by finding a doctor 
who will state that it is in the interest 
of a mother's mental health to have 
an abortion. Of course, it is very diffi
cult for anybody to argue against that 
finding. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, will 
my colleague yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to my col
league. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I say to my colleague 
that my understanding of the amend
ment as it has been sent to the desk is 
not as it has been presented. As there 
are no other amendments in order, 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, do 
I have the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Hampshire is recog
nized. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in 
a private conversation a moment ago, 
the Senator from Ohio expressed some 
concern about the amendment as 
drafted. I invite him to express that 
concern to the Senate perhaps we can 
address it by modifying my amend
ment. 
- Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
let me see if I can discuss where we 
are. The Senator from New Hamp
shire has offered an amendment re
stricting the Legal Services Corpora
tion from expending any of their 
funds to participate in any litigation 
with respect to abortion. 

The language of the law at the 
present time provides that no funds 
can be used to provide legal assistance 
with respect to any proceeding or liti
gation which seeks to procure a nonth
erapeutic abortion or to compel any 
individual institution to perform any 
abortion or assist in the performance 
of an abortion or provide facilities for 
the performance of an abortion con
trary to the religious beliefs or moral 
convictions of such individual institu
tion. That language is in the law, and I 
am frank to admit that I do not think 
it should be in the law. I do not think 
the Legal Services Corporation should 
have those restrictions upon its activi
ties. But I rose the other day to indi
cate that I was not prepared to come 
to the floor of the Senate at this point 
to battle to improve the law or to 
change it, that I thought we had gone 
far enough. 

Now we have had the Helms-Arm
strong amendment having to do with 
abortions in prisons. Fortunately, the 
Senate saw fit, in a very close vote, to 
find that that was not constitutional. 
We now have before us the Humphrey 
amendment. 

The Humphrey amendment would 
extend, over and beyond the present 
language, the restrictions on the Legal 
Services Corporation. It does not actu
ally provide the exception which is 
provided in the Hyde amendment 
having to do with abortions relating to 
preserving and protecting the life of 
the pregnant woman. 

Do I understand correctly that the 
Senator from New Hampshire is will
ing to amend his amendment in order 
to provide the same language which is 
presently to be found in the Hyde 
amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, it 

is now well established, by a great 
many votes in both Houses of Con
gress, that it would appear to be pru
dent policy to include the so-called 
Hyde exception, the life of the mother 
exception, and matters of a kind 
which are now before us. I have my 
personal preference, as has the Sena
tor from Ohio. I would prefer no ex
ception. But I know about the expres
sions of sentiment on the part of 
Members of this body in recent years, 
and I am aware that the amendment 
now before the Senate would be a 
good deal more palatable not only to 
the Senator from Ohio but also to 
many others if I were to modify it, as 
requested, to include the usual Hyde 
language exception. 

If it is agreeable to the Senator from 
Ohio, I will now send a modification to 
the desk, to modify it in. that respect. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thank the 
Senator from New Hampshire for his 
cooperation. I look forward to taking 
another look at the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is so modified. 

The modified amendment is as fol
lows: 

On page 69, after line 24, add the follow
ing: 

SECTION 607. None of the funds appropri
ated by the Act to the Legal Services Corpo
ration may be used by the Corporation or 
any recipient to participate in any litigation 
with respect to abortion except where the 
life of the mother would be endangered if 
the fetus were carried to term. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I find 
it a rather interesting approach to the 
law in this Nation that there is an 
availability to the law of a certain di
mension for one category of citizens 
and then, if you are poor, apparently 
the availability to the law is slightly 
different from another category of 
citizens. That, in essence, is what you 
are doing here. 

If you have legal services, it seems to 
me that you have legal services, 
period. This issue has been nibbled 
away at in other areas, not just abor
tion. 

I want to put myself on record as 
saying that what I think Congress is 
doing is, on the basis of income, on the 
basis of economic status, applying a 
different standard of the law to one 
constituency as compared to another. 

That is not my idea of the law nor 
the way the law is to be applied, nor 
the way availability of the law is to be 
applied. 

Point No. 2: I think it must be clear 
to everybody in this Chamber that the 
votes really no longer exist on either 
side of this abortion issue, either to 
roll back the legislation achieved in 
the last several years by those who are 
termed pro life-and I find that objec-
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tionable, because I do not think it ac
curately describes the situation-and I 
do not think the votes are here for any 
further extension of the law than that 
which presently exists. 

I urge my colleagues, whether they 
are on this floor or whether they are 
listening in their of fices, that the time 
has come to give a rest to this whole 
issue. Nobody is going to achieve less 
than exists in the law today; nobody is 
going to achieve more than exists in 
the law. All we are going to achieve is 
to take time and attention away from 
the issues that are truly pressing to 
this Nation. 

Assurances have been given by my 
colleague from North Carolina and 
others that they will not see any pull
back in the areas in which they have 
achieved gains over the years, and I re
spect that. However, speaking for 
those of us on my side of these issues, 
let me assure my colleagues that 
under no circumstances are we going 
to go any further on this issue. 

So let us get on with the business we 
have in many other areas and be done 
with this issue, at least for the time 
being. The votes are on neither side
or, to put it another way, there are 
plenty of votes on both sides to make 
sure that we waste a lot of time and 
achieve nothing for it. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time for 
consideration of the farm bill be 
moved forward to either 2:30 or at 
such time as action is completed on 
this measure, whichever is sooner. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I clar
ify that request by saying that in re
f erring to this measure, I mean the 
pending bill. 

I inquire of the Senator from New 
Hampshire and the Senator from Ohio 
whether or not we are ready for action 
on this. I understand that we are not. 

I say to everyone that we are going 
up against a real deadline. I am told 
that at 2:30 we will go back to the 
farm bill, so I hope we might be able 
to get action on this matter fairly 
soon. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I have 

been reviewing the provisions in this 
bill for the Legal Services Corporation 
CLSCJ. I am glad to note that this year 
the committee wisely acted to remove 
riders from last year's appropriations 
bill which had the effect of unneces
sarily tying the hands of the manage
ment at LSC. 

Congress is not and should not be in 
the business of managing in detail any 
Federal agency or federally created 
and funded private corporation. To in
volve Congress in day-to-day manage
ment decisions is demonstrably not 
only inefficient and burdensome, but 
subject to political winds. 

Therefore, I commend the commit
tee's hands-off approach regarding 
LSC. As we all know the Corporation 
now has in place responsible senior 
management, individuals who share a 
commitment to providing legal aid to 
those unable to afford access to our 
Nation's courts. The management is 
further enhanced by a broad-based, bi
partisan, and Senate-confirmed Board 
of Directors. 

Mr. President, with this in mind, it is 
all the more appropriate that we in 
Congress remove ourselves from the 
temptation to, for lack of a better 
word, "micromanage" the Legal Serv
ices Corporation. And while I feel the 
legislative language clearly does resist 
this temptation, I am troubled by the 
report language I read on pages 76 and 
77 of the committee report. It seems to 
be doing the very thing that the bill is 
avoiding-making or influencing man
agement decisions. 

After months of public testimony, 
extensive debate, and open and careful 
deliberations, the Board of Directors 
made some difficult budget decisions. 
In fact, Congress itself might want to 
learn from their example. Fully appre
ciating the deficits before the Con
gress, the LSC Board did not come 
asking for more. They asked for the 
same funding they had last year. They 
were willing to attempt to do more 
with less. 

Now the Appropriations Committee, 
in one quick judgment, has deter
mined that certain Board decisions 
were premature, or based on an incor
rect interpretation of data, and that 
the Elderlaw Program, which has been 
funding law clinics, specifically de
signed for our elderly, should be elimi
nated. 

Whether I or anyone else agree or 
disagree with the Board's funding de
cisions or other actions is immaterial. 
What is relevant is this: Congress has 
no business superimposing our judg
ment about day-to-day management or 
the exercise of fidiciary duties on the 
LSC Board of Directors and its man
agement. 

For example, the LSC Board has 
studied the issue of funding for legal 
services to migrant farmworkers for 
the past year. Some of my colleagues, 
I am certain, disagree with LSC's deci
sion that the migrant programs are 
currently overfunded. These col
leagues want no reduction in the fund
ing of migrant programs. I personally 
am not convinced that LSC should 
fund any programs specifically geared 
to migrants . . Migrants are included 
within the eligible clients served by 
the general legal services grantees. 
Furthermore, from what my constitu
ents tell me, these migrant programs 
may be involved in improper activities. 

Obviously there are many face ts to 
this one problem. But one thing is 
clear. Political considerations should 
not be factors in these types of deci-

sions. It is for that very reason that 
Congress created the Corporation. 

We are not dealing with a Federal 
agency. We are not dealing with a de
partment in the executive branch. We 
are dealing with an independent, non
profit, federally funded corporation. 
Therefore, Mr. President, we must re
frain from tampering with decisions 
made by an independent and Senate
confirmed Board of Directors-deci
sions made within the congressionally 
established framework. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the clerk 
read the amendment as modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment, as modified, will be 
stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Amendment No. 947 has been modified as 

follows: 
On page 69, after line 24, add the follow

ing: 
SEc. 607. None of the funds appropriated 

by the Act to the Legal Services Corpora
tion may be used by the Corporation or any 
recipient to participate in any litigation 
with respect to abortion except where the 
life of the mother would be endangered if 
the fetus were carried to term. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
trust that that relieves the concern of 
the Senator from Ohio and others of 
like mind. It is certainly meant in good 
faith to do that. 

I understand the sentiment of the 
Senator from Connecticut and others. 
I think we are all proceeding in good 
faith by acting in conscience in this 
matter. We happen to differ, unfortu
nately, but we are acting in good con
science. 

From my point of view, I see no 
reason to compel taxpayers to provide 
funds for this purpose, except with re
spect to the present modification, 
where the life of the mother is threat
ened by carrying the fetus to term. 
That is a well-established precedent in 
the Senate. I wish it were not, but I 
am willing to accept that. 

I do not know that there is need for 
a great deal more debate on this side. 
Perhaps the Senator from Ohio cares 
to add something. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
the Senator from New Hampshire has 
certainly been cooperative in modify
ing his amendment. 

I am frank to say that the amend
ment is still something about which I 
feel very strongly. But I am also real
ist enough to recognize what the previ-
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ous vote was, and that was on the con
stitutional issue. I do have some con
cerns as to whether, if the matter were 
put to a vote, we would prevail on this 
issue. Since the Senator from New 
Hampshire has seen fit to modify the 
amendment to include the language 
that is presently in the law, I cannot 
say that I look with favor upon accept
ing the amendment; but I have said 
previously that I would not object to 
going as far as the present law goes. 

Strictly speaking, this goes further 
because it adds it to the Legal Services 
Corporation, where it is not at the 
moment. But the limitations on the 
Legal Services Corporation at the 
present time are so strict with respect 
to abortion that I do not believe there 
will be much additional proscription of 
their activities by reason of this 
amendment. Under the circumstances, 
I do not deem it appropriate to tie up 
the Senate for hours or ad infinitum 
discussing that issue. 

I hope that those who see fit to 
bring abortion amendments to the 
floor on Monday, Tuesday, Wednes
day, Thursday, or Friday, whenever, 
we are in session, might understand 
that if that be the continued practice, 
then we are indeed going to take the 
only alternative available, and that is 
to discuss the issue at length. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I be
lieve that all of the parties to this 
amendment now are in agreement. We 
are willing to accept the amendment 
on this side of the aisle. 

I understand that my friend from 
South Carolina is also willing to 
accept this amendment. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. We accept the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment, as modified. 

The amendment <No. 947), as modi
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit
tee amendment, as amended. 

The committee amendment, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH] 
wanted to be here to offer this amend
ment himself, the amendment is ac
ceptable to the committee. He is con
cerned about the use of carryover 
funds by the Legal Services Corpora-

tion. The amendment which I will 
offer in his behalf, states that funds 
provided by the Legal Services Corpo
ration for fiscal year 1986 could not be 
expended until carryover funds have 
been expended. 

AMENDMENT NO. 948 

<Purpose: To assure that recipients of funds 
from the Legal Services Corporation 
expend carryover funds> 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk an amendment on behalf 
of the Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH] 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
RUDMAN], for Mr. HATCH, proposes an 
amendment numbered 948. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 59, line 21, before the period, 

insert a colon and the following: "Provided 
further, That none of the funds appropri
ated in this Act to the Legal Services Corpo
ration and made available to grantees may 
be expended by any recipient of such funds 
until such recipient has expended all funds 
carried over from previous fiscal years, 
unless the failure to expend the funds car
ried over from previous fiscal years has been 
approved by the Legal Services Corpora
tion". 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the 
amendment I am offering today would 
clarify one nagging question concern
ing funds which have been carried 
over from one fiscal year to the next 
by grantees of the Legal Services Cor
poration. 

It states that recipients of funds pro
vided by the Legal Services Corpora
tion for fiscal year 1986 could not be 
expended until the recipient has ex
pended all funds carried over from 
previous fiscal years. The amendment 
would resolve the ongoing debate as to 
the status of various funds that some 
Corporation recipients have segregat
ed in order to fund activities prohibit
ed by restrictions enacted by Congress 
first in 1983. 

As we all know, congressional restric
tions concerning the Legal Services 
Corporation have changed in the last 
several years in order to eliminate al
leged loopholes in previous appropria
tion and authorization statutes which 
allowed Corporation recipients to cir
cumvent congressional intent. Some 
grantees, aware of congressional 
action, have chosen not to spend Fed
eral funds provided in previous years 
on the legal needs of the poor in order 
to build a reservoir of money to fi
nance activities which today are pro
hibited. 

The amendment I am offering today 
would resolve this issue by requiring a 

recipient of Corporation funds in 
fiscal year 1986 to expend all funds 
carried over from previous years 
before it could spend any 1986 
moneys. It wou].d ensure that there 
would be one standard of compliance, 
one standard of prohibited activities 
for Corporation recipients and would 
eliminate any lingering doubt as to 
what is and is not prohibited. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. HATCH. I gladly yield to the 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I understand the 
purpose of your amendment is to 
ensure that there will be one standard 
of prohibited activities applied to Cor
poration recipients, the standards 
found in H.R. 2965, as reported by the 
Senate Committee on Appropriations. 
Would a recipient which does not seg
regate its funds and thus might not be 
aware of exactly which dollars are car
ried over and which are not, would 
such a recipient satisfy the require
ments of your amendment if it agreed 
that all funds it may have are subject 
to the restrictions found in the H.R. 
2965? 

Mr. HATCH. Yes, such a stipulation 
would be a practical method for com
plying with this amendment with 
regard to existing cash balances. If, 
however, the recipient you have de
scribed is keeping funds in Treasury 
bonds, savings accounts, unneeded real 
estate, or other such holdings, then 
the recipient would be required to con
vert and expend these funds prior to 
spending any money made available 
under this act. I think that recipients 
should not be allowed to hold funds in 
reserve, as some have done, but in
stead spend the money on meeting the 
legal needs of the poor. 

I should note, Mr. President, that 
the amendment does provide an ex
emption where the failure to expend 
the funds carried over from previous 
fiscal years has been approved by the 
Legal Services Corporation. I would 
note that recipients are already re
quired to secure LSC approval to carry 
over a fund balance in excess of 10 
percent of their annual grant. The ex
emption simply builds on that process 
and I believe it will insure that the 
amendment does not have an unin
tended, arbitrary consequence. 

In sum, Mr. President, the amend
ment will resolve the issue of the 
proper standard of compliance for car
ried-over funds and will make avail
able to eligible clients at the very least 
an estimated $5 million now being 
held in reserve. 

The amendment I am proposing 
today has been endorsed by the Legal 
Services Corporation. I urge my col
leagues to join me in voting to adopt 
this amendment. 
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Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 

for immediate consideration of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from New Hampshire? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. No objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment <No. 948) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, we 
have a few more matters that we are 
going to have to take up. We will do 
that in a few minutes. I look foward to 
being able to move to final passage of 
this bill. 

I see the Senator from Florida is 
here and he may seek recognition. I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 949 

<Purpose: To set aside funds under the 
Bureau of Prisons for a prison for illegal 
alien felons> 
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk an amendment to the bill 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. CHILES] 
proposes an amendment numbered 949. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 21, on line 10 after $46,063,000, 

add the following: $7.1 million of Bureau of 
Prison funds shall be used to renovate or 
construct a facility to be used as a maxi
mum security penitentiary for the incarcer
ation of illegal alien felons. 

PRISON FOR ILLEGAL ALIEN FELONS 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I rise to 
off er an amendment to the State, Jus
tice, Commerce appropriations bill for 
1986 for the purpose of providing 
funds for a prison for illegal alien 
felons. 

Last night, 115 Mariel criminals 
rioted at the Krome North INS deten
tion facility in south Florida. After in
juring 7 guards, 46 of these criminals 
escaped from detention by climbing 
over the barbed wire fence. 

This should come as no surprise to 
anyone. It certainly wasn't a surprise 
to me and I don't think it was a sur
prise to the Department of Justice, es
pecially the Bureau of Prisons. 

Krome North is an INS detention 
and processing center-at the most it 
is a minimum security facility that is 
intended to house 525 aliens who are 
awaiting determinations on their en
trance eligibility to the United States. 
In these facilities, most of the detain
ees' only crime is to have crossed our 
borders without proper documenta
tion. Yet, illegal alien felons like the 
Mariel criminals are being placed in 
such facilities because the administra
tion claims there is no room in more 
secure prisons. 

For several years, this country has 
struggled with the dilemma of what to 
do with illegal aliens who commit a 
felony and cannot be deported. A good 
example of such felons are the Mariel 
criminals who were forced upon the 
United States by Castro during the 
Mariel boatlift of 1980. Many of these 
criminals have been convicted of 
crimes since being in the United States 
and have become a major burden on 
our State and local prisons. We cannot 
deport them so we are forced to incar
cerate them. And, we are faced with 
the serious question of what to do 
with them after they serve their sen
tences. 

Mr. President, these people are not 
eligible for entry, let alone residency, 
in the United States. Many of them 
are hardened criminals whom law en
forcement officials have described as 
the worst they have ever seen. This 
Government must make a decision 
about what to do with them. 

I do not believe the dangerous Mar
iels should be paroled or let out on the 
streets. They have demonstrated that 
they are a serious threat to our com
munities. They should be held in max
imum security facilities until our Gov
ernment can negotiate their deporta
tion. 

But, someone within the Depart
ment of Justice keeps saying there are 
no rooms in our prisons and have 
opted to house these criminals in fa
cilities like Krome North. This is like 
keeping a brahma bull in my back
yard-it's only a matter of time before 
he kicks down the fence. Allowing 
such criminals to be housed with other 
detainees in limited security facilities 
like Krome is equivalent to putting 
them on the streets. This policy is a 
direct threat to our citizens. 

Mr. President, my amendment would 
set aside $7.1 million from the Bureau 
of Prisons funds for the renovation or 
construction of a facility to be used as 
a maximum security prison for incar
cerating illegal alien felons. Such a fa
cility is needed to reverse the current 
practice of holding or detaining illegal 
alien felons in U.S. detention centers 
such as El Paso, TX, or Krome North, 
FL. In accordance with this facility, 
the Attorney General shall establish 
guidelines for the placement of illegal 
alien felons in such maximum security 
facilities to ensure that such criminals 

are not held in detention facilities or 
other facilities with inadequate securi
ty. 

Mr. President, I regret that such 
criminals gained entry to our country. 

I also regret every dime we have had 
to spend to incarcerate them. 

But, I regret most the hideous 
crimes they have imposed upon our 
people. 

The Department of Justice says we 
do not have room in our prisons for 
them-we cannot afford additional 
space. I say we cannot afford to have 
such criminals on our streets. I believe 
my view will be less expensive for the 
future-the safety of our people 
cannot be jeopardized by a price tag. 

Mr. President, this amendment 
would be for the purpose of providing 
some funds for a prison for illegal 
alien felons. 

Last night, Mr. President, 115 Mariel 
criminals rioted at the Krome North 
INS detention facility in south Flori
da. After injuring some 7 guards, 46 of 
these criminals escaped from deten
tion by climbing over the barbed wire 
fence. 

This should come as no surprise to 
anyone. It clearly was not a surprise to 
me. 

I do not think it was a surprise to 
the Department of Justice, especially 
the Bureau of Prisons. 

Krome North is an INS detention 
and processing center at the most a 
minimum security facility intended to 
house 521 aliens who are waiting de
termination of entrance eligibility to 
the United States. 

In these facilities most of the detain
ees' only crime is to have crossed our 
borders without proper documenta
tion. Yet illegal alien felons, and I 
stress that, Mr. President, felons like 
the Mariel criminals are being placed 
in such facilities because the adminis
tration claims there is no more secure 
prison. 

I have discussed this with the man
ager and ranking minority member. 

I seek to earmark some funds out of 
the Bureau of Prlson capital account 
so that something can be done to 
house these particularly illegal alien 
felons. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Florida 
has been forcefully bringing this to 
our attention over the past several 
years as a member of our Subcommit
tee on Appropriations. We have even 
had staff visitation to go down and 
look at it, and it is just exactly as de
scribed by the distinguished Senator 
from Florida, and we have recom
mended improvements to the extent 
we could under our budget allocation. 

Now the Senator from Florida has 
within the amount recommended fash
ioned an allocation which will be 
within the budget but will be ear
marked for something that we can get 
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a more security facility for these ille
gal alien felons. 

I commend the distinguished Sena
tor from Florida in his persistence in 
bringing it to our attention today. He 
has been doing it and to some extent 
we have been holding up, but I think 
we cannot hold up any longer. I sup
port the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. <Mr. 
WILSON). The Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I join 
in the remarks of my friend from 
South Carolina, the ranking minority 
member of the subcommittee. 

The Senator from Florida ap
proached us today. I would remark 
that this is one of the more timely 
amendments that I have seen, since 
this incident happened last night. But 
the fact is that it is one of a continu
ing series of incidents--

Mr. CHILES. Absolutely. 
Mr. RUDMAN [continuing]. That 

the Senator from Florida has talked to 
the subcommittee about. We believe 
that the people of Florida certainly 
need the kind of protection that the 
Senator from Florida is suggesting, 
and ask for immediate consideration 
of the amendment. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I wish 
to ask a question if I may. 

As I understand it, this amendment 
takes moneys from within this bill set
aside for the Bureau of Prisons and 
designates that x dollars, is it $7.1 mil
lion, go to these facilities? In other 
words, it does not add money. It 
merely earmarks money from the 
Bureau of Prisons. 

Mr. RUDMAN. The Senator is cor
rect. We believe due to the size and 
flexibility of that account that it is a 
reasonable request in light of recent 
events. 

Mr. CHAFEE. The figure is $7.1 mil
lion. As I understand it, the total ap
propriation for the Bureau of Prisons 
is probably something like $46 million. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. RUDMAN. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Forty-six million dol
lars. So this sets aside one-sixth of it 
or a little more, and I assume that the 
Bureau of Prisons has arrived at the 
$7.1 million figure. That is where it 
came from. 

Mr. CHILES. The figure did come 
from what they said it would take. 

Mr. CHAFEE. That is what they 
said it would take to meet the goal. 

Mr. CHILES. Yes. 
Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. RUDMAN. If there be no fur-

ther debate, I ask for immediate con
sideration of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment <No. 949) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 949, AS MODIFIED 
<Later the following occurred.) 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, re

garding the previous amendment of
fered by Senator CHILES, there was a 
drafting error in that amendment. I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment, as agreed to, be modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. RUDMAN. It is a purely techni
cal change. 

The amendment <No. 949), as modi
fied, reads as follows: 

<Conclusion of later proceedings.) 
On page 21, on line 10 after $46,063,000, 

add the following: of which $7.1 million 
shall be used to renovate or construct a fa
cility to be used as a maximum security pen
itentiary for the incarceration of illegal 
alien felons. 

AMENDMENT NO. 950 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, on 

behalf of the distinguished chairman, 
the manager of the bill, the Senator 
from New Hampshire and myself, I 
send a technical amendment to the 
desk and ask the clerk to state it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina CMr. 
HOLLINGS] for himself and Mr. RUDMAN pro
poses an amendment numbered 950. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 12, line 5 strike "$71,200,000" and 

insert in lieu thereof "$72,710,000" and on 
page 19, line 15 strike "$600,000,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$598,490,000". 

On page 23, line 6 strike "including sala
ries and expenses in connection therewith,". 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, let 
me state that this is a technical 
amendment. It corrects the bill in 
three instances. 

First, in the Department of Justice 
we moved $1,510,000 from the Immi
gration and Naturalization Service to 
the general administration account. 

In committee we provided for the 
Immigration and Naturalization Serv
ice staff at the new Oakdale, LA, facil
ity and at that time we inadvertently 
included $1,510,000 for eight addition
al immigration judges and associated 
staff instead of adding to the general 
administration where such costs are 
now budgeted. So that requires chang
ing the bill in the two places. 

Mr. President, in addition, the other 
change deletes the phrase "including 

salaries and expenses in connection 
therewith" from the bill. 

The House of Representatives had 
approved and earmarked for juvenile 
justice and delinquency prevention ac
tivities that included the associated 
salaries and expenses. In marking up 
the bill we consolidated all the salaries 
and expenses of the Office of Justice 
Assistance in one place. 

We neglected to delete this phrase in 
sending the bill to the printer. So that 
makes the other particular correction. 

I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from New Hampshire, if he would like 
to comment. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
simply join in the remarks of my 
friend from South Carolina. This 
amendment is one that I join him in 
offering and I certainly support it. I 
ask for the immediate consideration of 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate? If not, the ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 950) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 951 
Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from New York CMr. 
D'AMATO] proposes an amendment num
bered 951. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 3, after line 10 insert: 
In addition, for "Economic development 

assistance programs"; $32,100,000, to remain 
available until expended, of which 
$11,100,000 is for a grant to the Rochester 
Institute of Technology in Rochester, New 
York, for construction, equipment, and all 
related development costs of a Center for 
Microelectronic Engineering and Imaging 
Sciences; of which $4,000,000 is for a grant 
to Lexington County, South Carolina, for 
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all expenditures related to the development 
of a state-of-the-art fiber optics/medium 
power cable research and development facil
ity in Lexington County; of which 
$13,500,000 is for a grant to Northeastern 
University, Massachusetts, for the construc
tion and related costs of the University's 
Southwest Corridor Economic Development 
and High Technology Resource Center: and 
of which $3,500,000 is for a grant to the 
School of Engineering at the University of 
Nevada, Las Vegas, for construction, equip
ment, and all related costs to develop in
structional and research computing systems 
and enlarge engineering facilities on the 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas campus. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, the 
Office of Technology Assessment, the 
Business-Higher Education Forum and 
other sources warn that the competi
tive position of American electronics 
and engineering is threatened by for
eign competition. America's share of 
the world's high technology exports 
has been steadily declining over the 
last 10 years. At the same time, there 
is a chronic and growing shortage of 
entry-level engineers in the highly so
phisticated specialty of microelectron
ic engineering. This amendment ad
dresses this and other problems which 
our Nation's universities are tackling. 

This amendment provides $11.1 mil
lion for the Rochester Institute of 
Technology's Center for Microelec
tronic Engineering, $13.5 million for 
Northeastern University's Economic 
Development and High Technology 
Resource Center, $4 million for the 
proposed research and development 
facility in Lexington County, SC, and 
$3.5 million for the University of 
Nevada, Las Vegas. 

The present need for microelectronic 
engineering is estimated to be about 
2,000 people, with a subsequent need 
for 400 additional microelectronic en
gineers each year. 

In addition to the almost common
place integration of microelectronic 
components in manufactured goods, 
the need for microelectronic engineers 
is critical to this Nation's efforts in de
veloping new computer architectures, 
such as applications for supercom
puters and for networking the pro
posed strategic defense initiative 
[SDI]. Without qualified microelec
tronic engineers to conduct ground
breaking research in these areas, the 
widespread application of supercom
puters and the goals proposed in the 
SDI will be virtually impossible. 

Rochester Institute of Technology's 
Microelectronic Engineering Program 
can combine the unique resources of 
RIT in photographic sciences with the 
areas of electronic engineering and 
computer science to provide curricu
lum that responds to the need for 
microelectronic engineers. An article 
in USA Today illustrates this fact, 
May 17, 1985, USA Today: 

Hi-Tech grads lead charge in chip battle 
with Japan 

When five seniors clutch their diplomas 
Saturday morning, USA education will grad
uate to the information Age. 

Trained by Rochester <N.Y.> Institute of 
Technology and 13 high-tech firms, these 
grads: 

The USA's first with microelectronics de
grees 

Have precisely the skills computer chip
makers need to battle Japan. 

Because chips are the life-blood of the 
high-tech economy, that's one battle the 
USA can't afford to lose. 

Firms like Motorola and Texas Instru
ments typically hire chemical or electronics 
engineers, then spend a year-and thou
sands of dollars-retraining them. Not any 
more. "It's time U.S. universities lead rather 
than follow," Richard Kenyon, RIT dean of 
engineering. 

Job offers clearly show RIT's success. 
Graduate Kevin Venor, 24, who studied six 
months at IMB Corp. and six months at 
Hewlett-Packard Co., steps into a $32,000 
job at H-P. Don Hess, 24, applied to five 
companies and got offers from four. "The 
capabilities of these students are just amaz
ing," said Mary Anne Potter, a TI manager. 

The RIT program, dreamed up over lunch 
by a TI manager and an RIT professor, 
shows how USA industry is spawning, even 
supervising university work. Dozens of 
schools-including Stanford, MIT and 
Texas-may follow RIT, which plans to 
graduate 50 to 60 students a year from the 
program. 

The schools are turning to industry for 
two reasons. Federal funds are slipping and 
high-tech education is costly. Firms have 
contributed $7 million to RIT's program. 
Says Kenyon, "None of this would have oc
curred without their help." 

The payoff for industry is getting, fresh 
from college, the ingenuity to move ahead 
of Japan. Says Fred Tucker, a Motorola gen
eral manager, "They will help us do it 
better and right the first time." 

Although primarily a teaching insti
tution, RIT is also an important re
source for applied research. RIT con
ducts applied research efforts in sever
al functional areas: electronics, 
energy, graphic arts, computer science 
and engineering, and productivity. 

The purpose of the center for micro
electronic engineering is to develop an 
interdisciplinary program that incor
porates components of photolithogra
phy and photographic science, chemis
try, physics, electrical engineering and 
computer engineering to achieve five 
objectives: First, provide undergradu
ate and graduate degree programs in 
microelectronic engineering to address 
the urgent need for engineers in this 
specialized field; second, conduct ap
plied research and testing projects in 
cooperation with industry in order to 
enhance the productivity of the elec
tronic industry; third, provide ongoing 
professional development opportuni
ties for the engineering profession, fo
cusing on new developments in process 
engineering and manufacture of inte
grated circuits; fourth, off er seminars, 
conferences and special programs to 
hasten the communication of new 
technological developments and to en
hance the productivity of the micro
electronic engineering work force; and 

fifth, create a model laboratory for 
the design and fabrication of integrat
ed circuits. 

RIT's center would also include an 
interdisciplinary program for research 
and training: the Center for Imaging 
Science, it involves the collaboration 
of several RIT colleges, including: the 
Colleges of Imaging and Photographic 
Science, Engineering, Applied Science 
and Technology, and the School of 
Fine and Applied Arts. 

The center will focus on RIT's 
record of expertise in digitalized imag
ing, microphoto lithography and 
remote sensing to further develop re
search and training in the areas of 
chemistry, color, remote sensing, 
optics and densitometry. These areas 
are critical in electro-optics and ma
chine vision. 

Mr. President, America's share of 
the world's high technology exports 
have declined from 25 to 20 percent 
during the last 10 years. These trends 
in international economic competition 
are paralleled by the continuing 
demand for new engineers in U.S. in
dustries and a chronic shortage of 
entry-level engineers in the highly so
phisticated specialty of microelectron
ic engineering. We need the kind of co
operative educational, research and 
training efforts that would result from 
the center for microelectronic engi
neering. Our Nation desperately needs 
microelectronic engineers and high 
technology industries if we are to be 
successful in foreign competition. 

Excellence in science and engineer
ing depends upon cooperative partner
ships between institutions of higher 
education and private industry. RIT's 
center fits this description. 

Their proposal was developed in 
close cooperation with a number of 
major companies, among them: Texas 
Instruments, IBM, Motorola, National 
Semiconductor, and Eastman Kodak. 
RIT's unique and unparalleled exper
tise in photolithography is the core of 
a network of educational resources 
that also makes this institute specially 
suited to meet the personnel require
ments of the microelectronics indus
try. Support for this amendment will 
increase the number of microelectron
ic engineers. 

This amendment promotes U.S. 
technological strength and advances 
our economic and physical security. 
Therefore, I ask my colleagues to join 
me in supporting this amendment. 

LEXINGTON COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA FIBER· 
OPTICS RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT FACILITY 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that the distinguished junior 
Senator from New York [Mr. 
D'AMATO] has included within his 
amendment $4 million to assist in the 
construction of a 40,000-square-foot 
advanced communications research 
and development facility that will be 
located in Lexington County, SC. Lex-
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ington County officials, in cooperation 
with the South Carolina research au
thority, have been working with the 
private sector toward the establish
ment of a state-of-the-art R&D center. 
Construction of this facility is expect
ed to begin next summer at a total 
cost of $9.5 million and will join a 
$21,200,000 Pirelli Cable Corp. manu
facturing facility in Lexington that 
began construction in August 1985. 

Pirelli already has facilities in Abbe
ville, Beaufort, and Greenwood, SC. 
This fiber-optics R&D facility will pro
vide new jobs for Lexington County 
and help South Carolina remain in the 
forefront of high technology manufac
turing in the Nation. The fiber-optics 
facility will be closely linked to the 
University of South Carolina in a co
operative student research program. It 
is, therefore, an investment in the 
future of our Nation by providing ur
gently needed scientific skills for those 
being trained in this high technology 
industry. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, the 
amendment as offered has been 
cleared on both sides by the distin
guished Senator from South Carolina 
and by the majority. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? If not, the question is on agree
ing to the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 951) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 952 

<Purpose: To pay claims pursuant to Section 
7 of the Fisherman's Protective Act for 2 
U.S. shrimp boats seized by Brazil and a 
U.S. tuna boat seized by the Solomon Is
lands> 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina CMr. 
HOLLINGS] proposes an amendment num-
bered 952. · 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 9 line 1: strike "$1,800,000." and 

insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"$4,200,000, of which $2,400,000 is to be de
rived from the general fund of the Treasury 
and of which $1,800,000 is" 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, this 
amendment provides $2,400,000 for the 
Fisherman's Protective Act. 

As the Senate will recall, the Fisher
man's Protective Act section 7 pro
gram is funded by a combination of in
dustry fees and direct appropriations. 
In recent years, until we appropriated 
$2,500,000 in the recent Supplemental 
Appropriations Act, all of the funding 
has come from the industry fees. The 
program has operated in recent years 
at an annual level of approximately 
$1.8 million. 

Calendar year 1984 was an unusually 
active year with several seizures of 
shrimp boats by Brazil and a tuna 
boat seizure by the Solomon Islands. 
Three shrimp boats were confiscated 
by Brazil after lengthy detentions and 
the tuna boat was released after being 
confiscated and then sold back to the 
owner. There is an obligation under 
our policy to reimburse these boats 
seized within the so-called arbitrary 
limits involving both Brazil and the 
Solomon Islands. 

Because of the unusually high 
number of seizures in 1984, the result
ing claims, processed in 1985, exhaust
ed the funds available in the Fisher
man's Protective Act section 7 pro
gram for fiscal year 1985. Earlier this 
year, the administration requested a 
fiscal year 1985 supplemental appro
priation of $2.5 million for these 
claims, which I said earlier, was in
cluded in the fiscal year 1985 supple
mental appropriation bill. 

Unfortunately, NOAA underestimat
ed the amount of the tuna claim 
which will now substantially exceed 
the $2.5 million. The claim grew be
cause the vessel owner could not com
plete repairs and go fishing again until 
he received payment on his claim 
which was delayed until the supple
mental appropriations bill was passed. 
The claim thus increased every day be
cause of increased lost fishing time. 
Consequently, the supplemental ap
propriation will not cover the two re
maining shrimp boat claims. 

NOAA now needs an additional $2.4 
million of direct appropriations to be 
added to the fiscal year 1985 appro
priation to cover these additional 
claims. The two shrimp vessel claims 
are $843,400 for the Condor and 
$866,500 for the Sea Horse. In addi
tion, I understand that $600,000 to 
$700,000 is needed for the tuna vessel. 
The Department of Commerce has in
formally verified these amounts. 

It was an oversight in the markup of 
the bill. 

Mr. President, does the Senator 
from New Hampshire have any com
ments? Otherwise, I move adoption of 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? If not, the question is on agree
ing to the amendment of the Senator 
from South Carolina. 

The amendment <No. 952) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I yield 
back to my friend from South Caroli
na. 

AMENDMENT NO. 953 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
have one further amendment, which 
makes the necessary offsets to the out
lays added to the bill total by actions 
on the Senate floor. 

I will read it. Then the clerk may 
report it. 

On page 34, line 21 strike "$36,400,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$29,400,000". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
HOLLINGS] proposes an amendment num
bered 953. 

On page 34, line 21 strike "$36,400,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$29,400,000". 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
move adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? If not, the question is on agree
ing to the amendment of the Senator 
from South Carolina. 

The amendment <No. 953) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, we are 
nearly at the point of final passage. 
However, a problem has developed 
which I believe can be straightened 
out. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Senator D' AMATO be listed as 
a cosponsor of the Chiles amendment 
<No. 949) which has been adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

APPROPRIATION FOR THE LEGAL SERVICES 
CORPORATION 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to note that H.R. 2965, the 
appropriation bill for the Legal Serv
ices Corporation CLSCJ, rids itself of 
language from past bills that has un
dermined the independence and lead
ership of the Board of Directors for 
the Corporation. For example, last 
year's appropriation, Public Law 98-
411, required the Corporation to main
tain a specific level of funding to all 
grantees. H.R. 2965 also discards a 
funding formula in last year's bill that 
required the Corporation to allocate 
funds at a specific level to each grant
ee. With these restrictions on author-
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ity absent from this year's appropria
tion bill, the LSC Board of Directors 
can move ahead with greater flexibil
ity and the assurance of the confi
dence that Congress has placed in 
them. 

Last spring, this body confirmed the 
I.SC Board nominees and, is so doing, 
expressed its trust and optimism in 
what marked a new beginning of self
management for the Corporation. 
With Congress no longer the micro
manager of I.SC, the Board will realize 
its intended authority and discretion 
provided for in the Legal Services Cor
poration Act of 1974. 

While H.R. 2965 provides 
$306,400,000 to be appropriated for the 
Corporation, the language of the bill 
sets forth restrictions for certain class 
action suits, lobbying activities, repre
sentation of certain aliens, training ac
tivities, refunding and defunding pro
cedures, and governing board composi
tion. These restrictions contribute to 
the integrity of this bill by ensuring 
compliance with the purpose of LSC's 
existence-that is to provide legal as
sistance to individual poor persons. 
These restrictions receive widespread, 
bipartisan support from both Houses. 

I am disappointed, however, by lan
guage in the report <99-150) which ac
companies H.R. 2965. This language 
states that the Appropriations Com
mittee recommends the elimination of 
the Elderlaw Program, a $1 million 
spending proposal by the Corporation 
in their fiscal year 1986 budget sub
mission. There Elderlaw Program has 
at least two significant benefits. First, 
it provides specialized legal services to 
a group who are in particular need of 
such services-the elderly. Second, it 
offers law students an opportunity to 
gain needed experience in the practice 
of law and heightens their sensitivity 
to serving the public. I certainly hope 
that the conferees on this bill will re
consider this report language. 

I am pleased to see the favorable 
support that H.R. 2965 has attracted 
and am confident that the Board of 
the Legal Services Corporation will 
make the most of the opportunity that 
presents itself through this measure. 
e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I rise in support of H.R. 2965, the ap
propriation bill for the Departments 
of Commerce, Justice, and State, the 
Judiciary, and related agencies. 

This bill is accompanied by report 
language that I offered in the subcom
mittee, to halt efforts to close the Na
tional Weather Service station in 
Newark. In May, the Department of 
Commerce published its intention to 
close the Newark station. This month 
or next, it was going to issue requests 
for proposals to provide local weather 
observations by private contractors. 

But, Mr. President, over 75 percent 
of the man-hours at the station are 
dedicated to functions other than ob
servations. These would have to be re-

located, or simply terminated. The 
result would be added expenses at 
other stations, or a dimution in service 
to the people of New Jersey. 

The airport station plays a key role 
in the area's flood warning system. 
That system is critical to the health 
and safety of citizens in flood-prone 
northern New Jersey. The station also 
provides adaptive local forecasting, tai
loring general New York forecsts to 
the particular geography, and climate 
of New Jersey. 

The station also provides on-the-spot 
weather information for air transpor
tation. There have been a disturbing 
number of air traffic accidents this 
year-many of them, weather related. 
We should not risk the safety of air 
travelers, by reducing our ability to 
monitor the latest breaking weather 
developments affecting air transporta
tion. 

Mr. President, the Department has 
presented no evidence that the con
tracting out of this station would 
result in the most efficient means of 
providing essential weather service. I 
am not opposed to contracting out, 
where the private sector can accom
plish the same goals more efficiently. 

But, what we have here is not a case 
of Government for less cost. At best, 
we have a case of less Government for 
less. And how much less? One unoffi
cial estimate put the potential savings 
at less than $30,000 a year. That's 
$30,000 a year to put the flood-prone 
areas of New Jersey at risk; to put 
New Jersey air travelers' at risk; and 
to deny New Jersey locally oriented 
weather service. 

At worst, we have a case of less Gov
ernment for greater cost, as the De
partment will have to hire new people 
in New York and elsewhere to pick up 
some of Newark's functions, while 
paying contractors to conduct observa
tions in New Jersey. 

For all these reasons, I offered and 
the report includes language that di
rects the Department to cease its ef
forts to contract out weather observa
tions at Newark, and to close down the 
station. It directs the Department not 
to proceed with its plan or otherwise 
reorganize weather service functions 
at Newark unless it first secures the 
Committee's prior approval. Last, the 
language requires the Department to 
supply the analysis that has been lack
ing thus far on how existing weather 
service and public safety functions 
would be continued, what impact the 
contracting out would have, and what 
real cost savings would result. 

Mr. President, I am pleased that the 
report includes this important provi
sion, preserving essential weather serv
ice to northern New Jersey. I urge my 
colleagues to support the bill.e 

CENSUS BUREAU 

e Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, 
House Report No. 99-197 directs the 
Census Bureau to "* • • cease re-

search and valuation efforts of non
cash benefits, which are inkind bene
fits received as food stamps, school 
lunches, Medicare, public housing, em
ployer contributions for pension and 
health plans, and other forms.". 
Senate Report No. 99-150 reaffirms 
the commitment of the Congress, as 
expressed in Public Law 96-536, to a 
Census Bureau program of collecting 
data on participation in federally 
funded, inkind benefit programs. 

Mr. President, I do not agree with 
the suggestion of the House that we 
should cease research and valuation 
effort on the measurement of noncash 
benefits. However, I believe legitimate 
concerns have been raised regarding 
the methods used in determining the 
value of inkind benefits, as well as the 
extent to which specific noncash bene
fits are included in the official income 
data series of the Census Bureau. I be
lieve it is important that, until the 
many conceptual and empirical prob
lems associated with the valuation of 
inkind benefits are resolved, the 
Census Bureau carefully distinguish 
between studies of such income and 
official income data series. I would 
also be seriously concerned about any 
effort by any agency to determine pro
gram eligibility, benefit levels, pro
gram allocations, and so forth on the 
basis of such relatively untested data. 
Moreover, in carrying out Congress' 
mandate to study inkind benefits as 
income, the Census Bureau should be 
encouraged to obtain advice not only 
from technical experts, but also from 
the general scientific community, in
terested citizens, and congressional 
committees that care to participate. 

I believe these views express the 
intent of Congress in adopting Public 
Law 96-536. I would welcome the 
thoughts of the distinguished subcom
mittee chairman on these matters. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
cannot contradict my friend from 
Pennsylvania and I share many of his 
concerns. I agree that it is important 
to continue the research the Census 
Bureau has begun. Certainly, there 
can be no objection to, and there is 
much to commend, seeking a broad 
range of input on valuation tech
niques, and in broadening the kinds of 
benefits that are studies. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Sena
tor.e 

STATE JUSTICE INSTITUTE ACT 

•Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to note that H.R. 2965 in
cludes the first appropriation for the 
State Justice Institute. The initial sum 
is a modest one, but it represents an 
historic milestone in the Development 
of American federalism because it rec
ognizes for the first time the impor
tance of the separation of powers doc
trine in relations between the Federal 
Government and State judiciaries. In 
addition, it recognizes the critical role 
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State courts play in our dual systems 
of justice, a role too often overlooked 
by Congress which necessarily focuses 
its attention on the Federal courts 
except when there are complaints 
about the manner in which the State 
systems are functioning. Then, we are 
too prone to propose Federal solutions 
that may increase the burdens of the 
Federal courts or that increase the 
problems of the equally burdened 
State court systems. 

By creating and funding the State 
Justice Institute, Mr. President, Con
gress has recognized that the best so
lutions to many national problems, in
cluding many problems of the Federal 
courts, may be found through im
proved operation of the State courts 
or in changes or improvements in rela
tions between the State and Federal 
systems. 

There are no limits to the tasks that 
face the institute, Mr. President, and 
it is important, particularly in light of 
the limited funds that will be avail
able, that the institutes's initial board 
of directors be free to set priorities 
and launch a program that will assure 
attention over the long term to the 
most critical issues facing the Federal 
judicial system. In this regard, I am 
pleased to see that the committee's 
report contains no special directives 
and places no restrictions on the board 
of directors, leaving it free to devise 
the initial agenda as it deems best. 

I am glad to see the State Justice In
stitute is finally coming to fruition, 
but it could not have been passed, and 
the funding been approved, without 
the active and continuing support of 
colleagues from both sides of the aisle. 
These have included Senators THUR
MOND and BIDEN of the Judiciary Com
mittee; Senators DoLE and EAST as 
chairmen of the Subcommittee on 
Courts; and Senators HATFIELD, STEN
NIS, LAXALT, RUDMAN, and HOLLINGS of 
the Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Commerce, Justice, State, and the Ju
diciary. 

I would also like to acknowledge the 
assistance of Mr. John Shank, Mr. 
Rick Spees, and Mr. Warren Kane of 
the subcommittee staff for their in
valuable service. 

I urge my colleagues to join with me 
in giving their unqualified support to 
the State Justice Institute.• 

DEA LAB 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
would like to direct the attention of 
the distinguished floor manager of the 
bill, the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. RUDMAN], to the section of the 
bill dealing with the Drug Enforce
ment Administration. 

The bill as reported includes $28. 7 
million more than the budget request 
for the DEA, which is to cover the 
costs of new drug enforcement initia
tives. The Senator from New Hamp
shire is aware as I am of a problem at 
the DEA mid-Atlantic laboratory. 

This laboratory is responsible for 
analyzing all drug exhibits confiscated 
in the Washington, DC, metropolitan 
area and a three-State region, but be
cause of the unique relationship of the 
Federal Government and the D.C. 
criminal justice system it also handles 
the exhibits brought in by the D.C. 
Metropolitan Police. This is because 
the U.S. attorney for the District of 
Columbia is also the local prosecutor. 

Mr. President, the U.S. Attorney's 
Office tells me that from March 
through August of this year filings in 
felony drug cases are up 27 percent 
over the same period in 1984. It has 
been reported in the Washington Post 
that some drug misdemeanor cases 
have been dismissed in D.C. Superior 
Court as the result of delays in receiv
ing drug analysis reports. This is total
ly unacceptable. 

In order to rectify this situation, I 
am informed that 11 additional staff, 8 
chemists, 2 clerical and 1 professional/ 
technical are required, along with the 
necessary laboratory equipment. The 
cost would be $959,900. My question to 
the Senator is that within the increase 
provided to the DEA in the bill would 
it be our intention that this type of 
situation be corrected and that we 
should earmark this amount for those 
positions and equipment at the mid
Atlantic lab? 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I am 
indeed aware of the situation regard
ing the DEA mid-Atlantic laboratory. 
As far as I know, the Senator from 
Pennsylvania has correctly stated the 
situation. 

In answer to his question, the type 
of corrective action which he de
scribes, is what we have in mind and I 
would hope that DEA officials will 
look on this discussion as an expres
sion of the Senate's intent that those 
resources be allocated to the mid-At
lantic lab. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Senator 
for his comments on this matter. 

VERTICAL PRICE RESTRAINTS 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
join my colleagues in support of sec
tion 605 of the House bill relating to 
resale price maintenance, as well as 
the new language addressing the De
partment of Justice enforcement 
guidelines. 

The House language, like its prede
cessors in past approriations bills, pro
hibits funding for any activity to alter 
the per se prohibition on resale price 
maintenaPce now in effect under Fed
eral law. 

The new language, which was adopt
ed in the Senate Appropriations Com
mittee, addresses the guidelines in 
three ways. First, it states the sense of 
the Congress that the guidelines are 
contrary to existing antitrust law and 
should be given no force and effect by 
the courts. Second, it urges the De
partment of Justice to recall the 
guidelines and not reissue them until 

interested parties are given an oppor
tunity to comment on the policies ex
pressed in the guidelines. Third, it 
clearly states that any antitrust policy 
guidelines issued by the Department 
of Justice cannot supersede existing 
law. 

Mr. President, during the summer, 
the National Association of Attorneys 
General adopted a resolution strongly 
disapproving of the guidelines. I ask 
unanimous consent that this resolu
tion be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION 

Whereas, the United States Department 
of Justice published antitrust enforcement 
guidelines entitled "Vertical Restraints 
Guidelines" on January 23, 1985, which 
have been circulated to the judiciary, busi
ness community, and the public at large; 
and 

Whereas, such Guidelines were issued 
with the avowed purpose of clarifying the 
enforcement policy of the Department of 
Justice's Antitrust Division with regard to 
nonprice vertical restraints of trade and in 
so doing have purported to interpret and 
state what the current federal law is in the 
area of vertical restraints; and 

Whereas, the Antitrust Division has not 
filed any lawsuits challenging vertical re
straints of trade in the past 55 months; and 

Whereas, the Antitrust Division engaged 
in an "amicus intervention program" in the 
period 1981-1983, intervening in private 
antitrust suits where defendants were 
charged with vertical price-fixing, urging 
the courts to abandon the settled law that 
such price-fixing agreements were per se un
lawful, and continued such amicus filings 
until Congress barred further activity in the 
Department of Justice appropriation for 
fiscal year 1984; and 

Whereas, despite the stated purpose of 
clarifying policy in the area of non-price 
vertical restraints and despite the Supreme 
Court's recent refusal to overturn the rule 
that vertical price-fixing is per se unlawful 
in the case of Monsanto v. Spray-Rite Serv
ice Corp. 104 S. Ct. 1464 <1984), the Guide
lines clearly apply to certain vertical price
fixing agreements and treat these as subject 
to the "rule of reason" rather than settled 
per se rule; and 

Whereas, the Guidelines misstate the law 
applicable to vertical restraints by totally 
excluding anticompetitive effects in intra
brand markets from the rule of reason anal
ysis; and 

Whereas, the Guidelines treat certain hor
izontal restraints of trade that are per se un
lawful as though they were vertical re
straints subject to rule of reason analysis; 
and 

Whereas, the Guidelines adopt the posi
tion that certain vertical restraints are 
always lawful, when the lawfulness of such 
restraints can only be determined after a 
full rule of reason inquiry and such re
straints have in certain cases been found un
reasonable and illegal, thereby jeopardizing 
business that might rely upon the Guide
lines in adopting these restraints; and 

Whereas, the Guidelines misstate the rule 
of per se illegality applicable to certain re
straints of trade and adopt an unprecedent
ed modified rule of reason test in relation to 
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certain restraints that are per se unlawful; 
and 

Whereas, the Guidelines misstate the law 
applicable to tying arrangements despite 
the fact that the applicable law was recent
ly clarified by the Supreme Court in the 
case of Jefferson Parish Hospital District 
No. 2 v. Hyde, 104 S. Ct. 1551 <1984); and 

Whereas, the Guidelines misstate the law 
concerning the liability of corporations for 
acts of responsible corporate employees; 

Now, therefore, be it resolved, That is is 
the sense of National Association of Attor
neys General that: 

<1> The Vertical Restraints Guidelines 
issued by the Department of Justice on Jan
uary 23, 1985, do not accurately reflect the 
judicial interpretation of the federal anti
trust laws with regard to non-price vertical 
restraints of trade, vertical price-fixing 
agreements, the relevance of intrabrand 
competition, the application of per se rules, 
tying arrangements, the distinction between 
horizontal and vertical restraints, and the li
ability of corporations for the acts of re
sponsible corporate employees; and 

<2> The Guidelines should not be accorded 
any force of law or treated by the courts of 
the United States or of any state as persua
sive; and 

<3> The Guidelines are a danger to the 
business community in that reliance there
upon might encourage businesses to adopt 
restraints of trade that might be actionable 
and ultimately held unlawful, exposing the 
defendants to treble damages and litigation 
costs; and 

Be it further resolved, That the National 
Association of Attorneys General directs its 
Executive Director and General Counsel to 
furnish copies of this resolution to the Ad
ministration, Congress, leaders of the busi
ness community, and other interested indi
viduals. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of H.R. 2965, the ap
propriations bill for Commerce, Jus
tice, State, and the Judiciary and re
lated agencies. 

This bill includes funding for several 
key agencies charged with implement
ing our Nation's trade policy. Unfortu
nately, Mr. President, the administra
tion's trade policy, such as it is, is a 
failure. September's trade deficit was 
announced yesterday. It was a record 
breaking $15.5 billion. 

We need to make a number of a 
major changes to reverse this worsen
ing trend. We need to get the value of 
the dollar down, and market interven
tion has begun to do that, but in the 
long term, we need to get our fiscal 
house in order, and we need to recon
sider the basic international financial 
framework. We also need to push 
more aggressively, to open markets 
abroad, and to free our businesses to 
compete, and to combat unfair trading 
practices. 

This week, the Democratic trade 
policy working group, on which I 
serve, announced a significant propos
al, that calls for fundamental reform 
of the GATT, and reform of the inter
national financial system. Separately, 
I have proposed legislation to combat 
piracy and conterf eiting of American 
intellectual property, America's inno-

vation, which lies at the core of its 
comparative advantage. 

This bill maintains funding for the 
Department of Commerce, including 
its International Trade Administra
tion; the International Trade Commis
sion, which is charged with adjudicat
ing a rising number of unfair trade 
complaints and pleas for trade relief; 
and the Office of the U.S. Trade Rep
resentative, the administration's key 
trade negotiator. 

Even in a time of great fiscal con
straint, we have tried to maintain ade
quate funding for these key instru
ments of trade policy. The bill in
cludes $1.6 million over the budget re
quest for the USTR. The bill provides 
an increase of $2.9 million over last 
year's funding for the International 
Trade Commission. 

The committee report also includes 
two other provisions, which I offered 
in committee, which will have an 
impact on our trade picture. One per
tains to the $4 million for develop
ment of an automated system for 
export licensing and export controls. 
The committee included directions to 
the Commerce Department to provide 
for: prompt licensing; access by ex
porters for electronic filing of applica
tions; access by exporters to informa
tion on the status of their applica
tions; support for the foreign availabil
ity program. 

Mr. President, our Export Licensing 
Program should be operated as effi
ciently as possible. While maintaining 
important security interests, it should 
not unduly impede the efforts of our 
business community to export and to 
compete in foreign markets. For that 
reason, the committee also asks the 
Department to conduct a review of the 
staffing and experience levels of those 
responsible for implementing this high 
technical area. 

These are small steps, Mr. President, 
in addressing a major economic prob
lem. However, for those companies 
manufacturing and selling sophisticat
ed, high technology products-the 
kinds of products where America can 
compete-improving the operation of 
our export licensing system can be 
critical. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the 
bill.• 

PROPOSED INS REORGANIZATION 

e Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I rise in support 
of a relatively modest provision in the 
Commerce, Justice, and State appro
priations bill. 

The Immigration and Naturalization 
Service has proposed closing the 
northern regional office in Minneapo
lis/St. Paul. Several of my colleagues 
and I requested that the Appropria
tions Committee prevent funding for 1 
year for the reorganization of the INS 
regional offices and specifically the 
closing of the northern regional office, 
because of our grave concerns about 
the effect of the closing of that office. 

The northern regional office is one 
of the most efficient of the regional 
of fices, with a staff of experienced and 
dedicated immigration personnel. 
Close working relationships between 
the northern regional staff and Cana
dian authorities have developed over 
the years, along with regional exper
tise on problems unique to this area. 
Also, this reorganization appears to 
leave our northern border weak and 
vulnerable, giving the majority of at
tention to the southern border. 

If the northern regional office 
closes, there will be no regional office 
with experience in policy planning and 
responsibility for the northern border 
and large interior enforcement areas. 
Consequently, northern border and 
large interior enforcement areas will 
suffer a decline in INS coverage. 

By delaying the reorganization for 1 
year, Congress will have the opportu
nity to thoroughly and thoughtfully 
consider all the ramifications of this 
most complex proposition.e 
eMr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I am 

very concerned about a matter cur
rently under. consideration by the Se
curities Exchange Commission, whose 
appropriation is included in this bill. 

The SEC has promulgated a pro
posed regulation which seeks to over
turn the recent decision of the Su
preme Court of Delaware in the case 
of Unocal Corp. against Mesa Petrole
um Co. In that case, the Delaware Su
preme Court upheld Unocal manage
ment's use of a selective issuer self
tender as lawful under Delaware State 
corporate law. The SEC's proposed 
"all holders" rule would make such a 
maneuver illegal in future takeover 
contests. 

Mr. President, I believe that if the 
Federal Government is to take the ex
traordinary step of modifying State 
corporate law, it should be by Con
gress, not the SEC. The SEC's role in 
takeover battles traditionally has been 
limited to regulation of disclosure, and 
States have been left free to regulate 
specific offensive and defensive tactics 
as they see fit. 
e Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, Con
gress, however, has taken action in the 
tender off er area before. For example, 
so-called golden parachute contracts 
have been limited by Federal statute. 
e Mr. SPECTER. That is true, and 
that was perfectly appropriate. I cer
tainly do not mean to say that Federal 
regulation in the takeover area is inap
propriate. To the contrary, I strongly 
believe that comprehensive reforms 
are needed in this area, where we have 
seen such a proliferation of question
able tactics, both offensive and defen
sive. But I believe such reforms should 
come from Congress, not the SEC. 

The amendment that I have dis
cussed with my colleagues on the Ap
propriations Committee would prohib
it the SEC from expending any of the 
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funds from this act to implement its 
all holders rule. 
e Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, my 
understanding is that the Senator 
does not intend to off er such an 
amendment to this bill. 
• Mr. SPECTER. That is correct. I am 
extremely concerned about this situa
tion, and I know that many of my col
leagues are equally concerned, but I do 
not feel it is an issue which should be 
decided as part of the appropriations 
process, where it cannot receive the 
full consideration it requires. I merely 
want to indicate my very serious con
cerns, and my intention of pursuing 
the matter in the proper authorizing 
committee. 
e Mr. D'AMATO. While I do not nec
essarily agree with my colleague from 
Pennsylvania on the merits of this 
issue, I do agree that it is an impor
tant one, which deserves our consider
ation. In the past, the SEC has pro
mulgated rules that govern the tender 
off er process and I do not question 
t heir authority to do so in this area. 
However, I can assure him that the 
Banking Committee's Subcommittee 
on Securities, which I chair, will 
devote attention to the "all holders" 
rule.e 

CLAIRTON AND OTHER CITIES 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 
Senate Appropriations Committee 
report accompanying H.R. 2965 identi
fies $15.5 million for title IX sudden 
and severe economic dislocation grants 
through the Economic Development 
Administration. Although the recom
mended funding level for the Econom
ic Development Administration is well 
below that for fiscal 1985, I was 
pleased the committee has decided to 
maintain this program at only a slight
ly lower level than current appropria
tions. This is of particular importance 
to me given the problems being faced 
by Clairton, PA, and other cities in 
Pennsylvania. Clairton's situation is il
lustrative of problems faced by many 
Pennsylvania cities. Clairton's econo
my has long revolved around the steel 
industry. With the decline of steel, tax 
assessments of steel production facili
ties in Clairton have fallen precipi
tously. Along with the decline of the 
industry have come lowered county as
sessments on homes and businesses, 
reduced employment, and an aging 
population. In 1960, Clairton's popula
tion was 18,389. By 1980, the popula
tion had declined to 12,188, for a loss 
of 33. 7 percent. A further 6-percent 
loss is projected by the year 2000. And 
in 1980, 17.2 percent of the population 
was over 65 years old. The decline in 
the city's ratables has produced a 
fiscal crisis of the first order, to the 
extent that health and safety are now 
endangered. The city of Clairton is 
projecting a deficit of $600,000 by year 
end, or nearly one-third of the city's 
$3.2 million budget. As of September 
10, 1985, there was only $3,000 remain-

ing in the city's bank account, which 
was not enough to pay its 13 police of
ficers and 10 firefighters. State police 
and volunteer firefighters now consti
tute the city's sole safety forces. 

It is obvious that Clairton meets the 
sudden and severe economic disloca
tion program eligibility requirements. 
I believe Clairton should receive assist
ance from this program to ameliorate 
its fiscal crisis. A number of cities in 
Pennsylvania, such as Aliquippa, 
Homestead, West Homestead, Du
quesne, Dravosburg and others have 
similar problems. I believe that $1, 
million from the program should be 
used in this hard-hit area to amelio
rate the fiscal crisis of these cities. Ac
cordingly, I would ask the acting 
chairman to join me in urging EDA to 
come forward with a plan for address
ing the problems faced by these cities 
and similarly situated cities in this 
area depressed by problems in the 
steel industry. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, clear
ly the problems being experienced by 
the cities identified by the Senator 
from Pennsylvania are a good example 
of the need for EDA's sudden and 
severe economic dislocation program. I 
strongly urge the Economic Develop
ment Administration to give every pos
sible consideration to providing a 
grants to those cities for $1 million at 
t he earliest possible date. And I be
lieve that coming up with a plan of 
t he kind you suggest would be a very 
constructive step. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
thank the acting chairman of the sub
committee for his courtesy and coop
eration. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
will the acting chairman of the sub
committee, the distinguished Senator 
from New Hampshire, yield for a collo
quy? 

Mr. RUDMAN. I would be pleased to 
yield to the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. The Senate Ap
propriations Committee report accom
panying H.R. 2965 directs the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra
tion to provide $2,250,000 for State 
weather modification activities, includ
ing grants to the State of North 
Dakota, Illinois, Nevada, and Utah. 
The State of Colorado has been in
volved in similar efforts in the past 
few years, and has recently indicated 
an interest in joining the existing four 
States in the program. 

Mr. HART. Will the Senator yield 
on that point? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Certainly, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. HART. I have also been aware 
of Colorado's continuing efforts in 
weather modification research. Such 
research offers important opportuni
ties for understanding and possibly 
controlling adverse weather patterns 
in Colorado and throughout the West. 
Is it my colleague's understanding 

that Colorado would like sufficient 
funds in 1986 to begin planning its full 
partnership in the program in 1987 
and beyond? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
that is my understanding. However, 
Senator HART and I are well aware of 
the tight budget constraints faced by 
the acting chairman of the subcom
mittee, the Senator from New Hamp
shire. Therefore, we would propose 
that the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration make available 
up to $100,000 from available funds to 
allow Colorado to begin planning its 
participation in the State weather 
modification program. Would such a 
proposal be acceptable to the Senator 
from New Hampshire? 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
deeply appreciate the understanding 
of the Senators from Colorado. It 
would be acceptable to me if the Na
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad
ministration were to make up to 
$100,000 available to Colorado for pro
gram planning purposes, assuming the 
State submits a grant application de
tailing the proposed use of the funds. 

Mr. HART. Is it the acting chair
man's intention that this grant be de
rived from the funds appropriated for 
the State weather modification pro
gram? 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I be
lieve it is only fair that we not penal
ize other programs of the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra
t ion in order to accommodate this en
hancement. The Appropriations Com
mittee is recommending $2,250,000 for 
State weather modification grants, 
and it is my intention that Colorado's 
planning grant be derived from these 
funds. It is also my intention to at
tempt to clarify this issue in confer
ence with the House. In that regard, I 
cannot guarantee the House will find 
this proposal acceptable; however, I 
will attempt to persuade them of its 
wisdom. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
Senator HART and I would like to 
thank the Senator from New Hamp
shire for his gracious accommodation 
of our request. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to see that the committee has 
recommended a guaranteed loan pro
gram level of $150 million for the Eco
nomic Development Administration in 
fiscal year 1986. It is my understand
ing that the committee intends that 
these funds be used to leverage private 
sector investments to promote success
ful development of labor intensive in
dustry, to reduce dependency upon 
social welfare programs, to encourage 
self-reliance through economic devel
opment, and to generate new tax reve
nues. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I join my col
league in calling attention to the fund
ing for the EDA Guaranteed Loan 
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Program. In the past this EDA Pro
gram has successfully stimulated pri
vate sector investment in areas hard 
hit by unemployment due to plant clo
sures and layoffs in the heavy manu
facturing industries. 

Mr. WILSON. I would like to pin
point a perfect example of what my 
colleague refers to-the shutdown of 
the General Motors assembly plant in 
the city of South Gate which has 
driven the unemployment rate up to 
as high as 26 percent in the surround
ing communities. Through the use of 
an EDA guaranteed loan, EDA has the 
opportunity to assist in the acquisition 
and infrastructure development of this 
site. 

Mr. CRANSTON. It is my under
standing that with EDA assistance, 
this project would stimulate in excess 
of $80 million in private investment 
and would generate more than 6,000 
permanent jobs over the next 5 years. 

Mr. WILSON. In all, I believe that 
such possibilities are well within the 
intended scope of the program as rec
ommended by the committee. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Based upon the de
scription of this project, I believe that 
it falls within the legislative scope in
tended for the EDA Guaranteed Loan 
Program, and I think the EDA ought 
to t ake it under serious consideration 
when the occasion arises. I appreciate 
the Senator calling it to my attention 
today as we t ake up H.R. 2965 and its 
accompanying Report 99-150. I know I 
can count on his strong support for its 
passage. 
e Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I 
want to thank the managers of the bill 
for their t ime and energy in respond
ing to my concerns. Their help on 
issues of importance to the State of 
Washington are greatly appreciated. 

I am concerned specifically about 
the Fishing Gear Reduction Program, 
commonly referred to as the Vessel 
Buy-Back Program. As my colleagues 
know, this program was intitiated in 
response to Federal court decisions 
granting Washington State Indian 
Tribes treaty rights to half of all the 
salmon in the State. This program was 
designed to: First, mitigate the severe 
dislocation created by the court deci
sions; and second, reduce the non
Indian fishing effort by one-third. 

The Vessel Buy-Back Program was 
authorized for a 5-year period when it 
was enacted with the Salmon and 
Steelhead Conservation and Enhance
ment Act <Public Law 96-561). The 
total 5-year authorization was $37.5 
million. The House included $2.5 mil
lion for the program in its fiscal year 
1986 appropriation bill. It is my hope 
that when H.R. 2965 is considered in 
conference, the committee will recede 
to the $2.5 million provided for in the 
House bill. This prog!'am expires in 
fiscal year 1986, and this, therefore, 
will conclude the need for future ap
propriation requests. 

• Mr. RUDMAN. I thank the Senator 
for his excellent explanation of the 
Vessel Buy-Back Program. I appreci
ate his concerns. While I cannot give 
an absolute commitment that we will 
recede to the House language in con
ference, I can off er assurances that I 
will look favorably on the request 
made by the Senator from Washing
ton and do my best to accommodate 
him. 
e Mr. GORTON. Again, I thank the 
chairman and committee members for 
their attention on this matter of great 
importance to Washington State.e 

THE COASTAL MARINE MAMMAL PROGRAM 

• Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, as this 
Chamber considers the appropriation 
of funds for the National Marine Fish
eries Service, I would like to draw at
tention to the valuable efforts of the 
Service's Coastal Marine Mammal Pro
gram in determining the potential 
damage of gill net fishing off the Cali
fornia coast. For those of my col
leagues who are unfamiliar with the 
practice of gill netting, I should ex
plain that it is a fishing technique em
ployed by commercial fishermen in 
which fish that swim into the net are 
entangled in effort to swim out. 

The problem with this technique is 
that what works for the fish also 
works to capture and kill endangered 
species. Large numbers of birds and 
marine mammals are accidentally 
drowned annually by becoming entan
gled in gill nets. Endangered gray 
whales, sea otters, sea lions, and rare 
h arbor porpoises are among the spe
cies that are affected by gill netting, 
and there is additional concern that a 
variety of fish stocks-both target and 
nontarget species-may be depleted by 
the use of gill nets. 

Through its studies, the Coastal 
Marine Mammal Program has and will 
continue to provide important inf or
mation on the threat of gill netting. 
This is critical information that is 
needed to design a fishery program 
that will, to the fullest extent possible, 
mitigate the damages to the affected 
species. This program is administered 
jointly by the southwest center and 
southwest region of the National 
Marine Fisheries Service and by the 
California Department of Fish and 
Game. 
It is imperative that sufficient oper

ating funds be made available to the 
southwest center to continue the 
Coastal Marine Mammal Program. 
These funds should be used to study 
possible mitigation of marine mammal 
impact on fisheries, incidental take of 
marine mammals in gill and trammel 
net fisheries, harbor seal and harbor 
porpoise population surveys, and ele
phant seal population dynamics. 

It is my understanding that it is the 
intention of the Subcommittee on 
State, Commerce and Justice that 
$190,000 in operating funds be target
ed for these kinds of studies by the 

southwest center of the National 
Marine Fisheries Service in the Coast
al Marine Mammal Program. 

Mr. President, I ask the Senator. Do 
we agree that this is the intention of 
the committee? 
• Mr. RUDMAN. My friend from Cali
fornia is correct and the intention of 
the committee is exactly as he has 
stated it.e 

MONK SEAL FUNDING 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I would 
like to address the funding for endan
gered species conservation included in 
the NOAA portion of the appropria
tions bill. Funding for Hawaiian monk 
seal research is included in this ac
count and funded annually at 
$325,000. I noticed, however, that in 
the committee report on the bill, no 
specific reference is made to monk seal 
research. Is it the chairman's under
standing that the committee has in
cluded in the endangered species line 
item level funding-$325,000-for this 
program? 

Mr. RUDMAN. I thank my colleague 
for raising this matter. It is indeed the 
committee's intention that $325,000 be 
spent for monk seal research from the 
total funding for the endangered spe
cies conservation line item. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 
request clarification of page 15 of the 
Appropriations Committee's report re
lating to funds for the National Oce
anic and Atmospheric Administra
tion's research on bowhead whales. A 
portion of that text discusses the law 
controlling the Alaska Eskimo bow
head whale hunt. 

As chairman of the Commerce Com
mittee with jurisdiction of both the 
Marine Mammal Protection Act and 
the Whaling Convention Act, I note 
that the cooperative agreement be
tween the National Oceanic and At
mospheric Administration and the 
Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission, 
as well as the regulations governing 
bowhead whaling, cite both statutes 
for authority. I would, therefore, be 
grateful if the acting chairman of the 
Appropriations Subcommittee would 
assure me that the language on page 
15 is not intended to be construed as 
in any way influencing the determina
tion of the law applicable to bowhead 
whaling. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to give the Senator from Mis
souri the assurance he has requested. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
wish to again bring to the Senate's at
tention a matter of continuing concern 
to New Mexico and other States where 
American Indian art is produced and 
sold. 

Last year I requested that the De
partment of Commerce initiate a 
study to determine the extent of the 
import, export, and sale of imitation 
American Indian-style jewelry. In co
ordination with the U.S. Customs 
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Service and the Federal Trade Com
mission, the Commerce Department 
completed its report and submitted it 
to the Congress this past summer. I 
wish to thank the distinguished acting 
chairman for his help and support in 
getting this accomplished. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I am pleased to have 
been of assistance. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Although we have 
not solved the counter! eit problem I 
believe we have a better idea of how to 
approach this matter, and certainly 
the Commerce Department's study 
provides some guidance. 

The Commerce Department report 
found that unmarked counterfeit 
Indian jewelry siphons an estimated 
$40-$80 million from the $400-$800 
million generated annually by genuine 
articles produced by native craftsman. 

Several remedies were specified by 
the Department, such as: stricter en
forcement of the Federal Trade Com
mission Act; the preparation of con
sumer pamphlets on Indian jewelry by 
the Federal Trade Commission; the 
use of trademarks and design patents; 
the enforcement of the criminal stat
utes for misrepresentation of goods; 
and a ruling from the U.S. Customs 
Service to require permanent country 
of origin marking on imported Ameri
can Indian-style goods. These are posi
tive steps, but they may not be enough 
to solve the problem. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, 
what does the Senator from New 
Mexico see as the next step Congress 
should take? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Unfortunately, 
this is not a problem that will simply 
go away. Further attention is needed 
to stay abreast of the situation. As a 
result, I would ask that the chairman 
of the Commerce, Justice, State, and 
the Judiciary Subcommittee and the 
ranking minority member join with 
me in writing to the three Federal 
agencies involved in the initial study
the Department of Commerce, the 
Treasury Department, and the Federal 
Trade Commission-and urge their 
vigorous enforcement of the available 
remedies. Further, I would like to ask 
the agencies for a follow-up report de
tailing the success of these remedies to 
better determine what future action 
may be necessary. The Commerce De
partment observed that no additional 
Federal legislation is needed at this 
time and I believe that the agencies 
need an opportunity to address this 
issue. For example, the U.S. Customs 
Service has received a ruling request 
from the American Indian Craftsmen 
and Dealers Coalition to require per
manent labeling of imported Indian
style jewelry and arts and crafts. 

I am informed that the Customs 
Service is now studying this request 
and I understand that it will soon be 
making a final decision. I certainly 
urge that the ruling be completed as 

soon as possible and that it require 
permanent labeling. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I would be pleased to 
join the Senator from New Mexico in 
his request to write the Commerce De
partment and other agencies involved 
in the counterfeit Indian jewelry prob
lem. Also, a follow-up report would be 
beneficial to the Senate to see wheth
er we are making progress and I too 
am hopeful a ruling request will soon 
be forthcoming. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I would be pleased 
to join the Senator from New Mexico 
and the chairman. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. I would like to 
thank both distinguished Senators for 
their support on this. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
the human rights situation in Afghan
istan today is deplorable and shows no 
signs of improving. Violations of 
human rights have been widely docu
mented by many visitors to that trou
bled nation. Despite international con
demnation for their murderous poli
cies in Afghanistan, the Soviets have 
pursued a "business as usual" ap
proach. The frightening and disturb
ing reality, however, is that this has 
gone largely unnoticed by the vast ma
jority of the world. This is no accident. 
The Soviet Union has succeeded in 
bringing down a dark curtain which 
masks their barbarities from the rest 
of the world. The story of the Afghan 
people must be conveyed to the world 
at every opportune moment. Yet the 
Soviet Union has employed every 
tactic possible to conceal this story 
from the rest of the world. Soviet Am
bassador to Pakistan Vitaly Smirnov 
has gone so far as to warn journalists: 
"stop trying to penetrate Afghanistan 
with the so-called mujahedin. From 
now on, the bandits and the so-called 
journalists-French, American, Brit
ish, and others-accompanying them 
will be killed." The Soviets have fol
lowed through with their threats as 
we saw with the brutal murder of 
American Journalist Charles Thornton 
last month. Mr. Chairman, would you 
agree, that given this state of affairs, 
it is imperative that the United States 
should exploit every opportunity to 
shine light on these Soviet barbarities. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Yes; I would agree 
that it is unfortunate that the Soviets 
have so ardently concealed this war 
from the rest of the world and I be
lieve that this Nation must devote 
greater attention to the Afghan trage
dy. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
the U.S. Information Agency is 
charged with the dissemination abroad 
of information about the United 
States, its people, and its policies, 
through press, publications, radio, 
motion pictures, and other informa
tion media. Therefore, I believe that 
USIA has unique expertise in dissemi
nating information about the enormi-

ty of the crisis in Afghanistan in terms 
of the enormous number of casualties, 
human rights violations, and the refu
gee population. However, given the 
fact that the Soviet Union is engaged 
in the systematic destruction of the 
Afghan people, I believe that there is 
much more that USIA can do to help 
the Afghans spread their story 
throughout the world. Would the Sen
ator agree that USIA should devote 
more time and resources to the 
Afghan issue. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I would agree that 
the USIA should devote more re
sources to the Afghan issue. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
due to the structure of USIA, and due 
to the manner in which specific issues 
are handled within the overall USIA 
Program guidelines, it is very difficult 
to determine the amount spent on the 
specific issue of Afghanistan. In light 
of the fact that we believe that more 
emphasis should be placed upon the 
Afghan issue within USIA, I believe 
that the Senate should request a writ
ten statement by USIA Director 
Charles Wick which outlines specifi
cally past efforts of USIA on the 
Afghan issue and planned activities 
for fiscal year 1986 in this regard. I 
also believe that the report by the Di
rector should outline total expendi
tures on Afghan related projects in 
fiscal year 1985 and fiscal year 1986. I 
believe that it is not unreasonable for 
the Senate to expect such a report 
within 45 days of enactment of this 
legislation. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I agree that it is not 
unreasonable for the Senator to be in
formed directly by the Director of 
USIA on USIA's activities on Afghani
stan as you have described. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I hope that the 
Senator would be amenable to the con
sideration of such an earmark of USIA 
funding if it can be determined that 
USIA should devote additional atten
tion to the Afghan issue. I thank the 
Senator for his attention to this im
portant matter and I look forward to 
closely reviewing the Director's report 
to the Senate. 

Mr. EVANS. Mr. President, the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
unanimously accepted an amendment 
to earmark $750,000 for fiscal year 
1986 and $750,000 for fiscal year 1987 
for the World Commission on Environ
ment and Development. The commit
tee authorized this earmark with the 
understanding that it be taken out of 
the total authorization for interna
tional organizations and conferences 
in the Department of State. This pro
vision was accepted by the conference 
committee on H.R. 2068 and has been 
signed into law by the President. 

The exact language reads: 
SEc. 107. World Commission on Environ

ment and Development. 
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Of the amounts authorized to be appropri

ated for "International Organizations and 
Conferences" by section 101<2>, $750,000 for 
each of the fiscal years 1986 and 1987 shall 
be available only for a voluntary contribu
tion to the World Commission on Environ
ment and Development. 

This language does not give the De
partment of Statt: any choice: $750,000 
must be used as the U.S. contribution 
to the World Commission. This is my 
reading of the authorizing language. 
This is the reading of the authorizing 
committee, the Foreign Relations 
Committee. And yet, for reasons that 
have yet to be adequately explained, 
the Department of State believes it 
can ignore congressional direction and, 
in this case, the law. 

The Department of State will soon 
come before the Foreign Relations 
Committee requesting a multimillion 
dollar authorization to improve embas
sy security. I certainly support all ef
forts to improve the security of our 
overseas installations but I must 
wonder why the Department finds it 
necessary to seek the Foreign Rela
tions Committee's approval in that 
case and chooses to ignore the com
mittee's and Congress' direction in 
other cases. 

I would ask my friend and colleague, 
the able chairman, for his view of this 
matter. 

Mr. RUDMAN. The Senator from 
Washington is correct. The authoriz
ing language does not leave the De
partment of State any choice. These 
funds must be used as the U.S. contri
bution to the World Commission on 
Environment and Development. It is 
also my belief that additional lan
guage in this appropriations bill will 

not strengthen the requirement al
ready set in law. 

I certainly expect the Department of 
State to comply with the law. I would 
remind the Department of State, as 
the Senator from Washington has al
ready noted, this is not the last time 
we will consider fiscal year 1986 fund
ing for the Department. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
support the Commerce, Justice, State, 
and the Judiciary appropriation bill as 
reported by the committee. 

I would like to commend my distin
guished colleague, the Senator from 
New Hampshire, for the fine work he 
has done to bring this bill to the floor. 

H.R. 2965, provides $11.9 billion in 
budget authority and $9.7 billion in 
outlays for the Departments of Com
merce, Justice, and State, as well as 
the Judiciary. The bill also funds re
lated agencies such as the Small Busi
ness Administration, the U.S. Informa
tion Agency, and the Legal Services 
Corporation. 

Taking into account outlays from 
prior-year budget authority and other 
adjustments the Commerce, Justice, 
State subcommittee is below its sec
tion 302Cb) allocation by $0.1 billion in 
budget authority and over by $0.1 bil
lion in outlays. 

Mr. President, I support the bill de
spite this overage in outlays because it 
is within $50 million of the total as
sumed in the budget resolution. It 
comes that close because of an amend
ment, adopted during full committee 
markup, reducing appropriations by 
$68 million. 

I commend members of the subcom
mittee for taking a second look at this 

STATUS OF APPROPRIATION BILLS IN THE SENATE 
[In billions of dollars] 

Subcommittee 

Agriculture ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
Commerce, Justice ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 
Defense .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 
District of Columbia ........... ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 
Energy-Water ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 

~~~~~c::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::::: ::::: :: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: :::::::: :::::: : ::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::: ::::: :::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : :: :: 
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~~:;~~~tiOO::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::: :::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::: :: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :: :::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::: 
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Treasury, Postal... .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 
Unassigned ...................................................................................................................................................................... .. ................................................................................ . 

bill and finding ways to reduce spend
ing even further. 

Let me remind the Senate that the 
bill, as reported, already exceeds the 
subcommittee's 302<b> allocation for 
outlays under the budget resolution. I 
therefore urge my colleagues to reject 
any amendment that would increase 
the outlay total for this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that two tables showing the rela
tionship of the reported bill to the 
congressional budget, the House
passed bill, the President's budget re
quest, and a summary of total appro
priations action to date, be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE SUBCOMMITTEE SPENDING 
TOTALS-SENATE-REPORTED BILL 

[In billions ol dollars] 

fiscal year 1986-= CArtlays 

~~;~s;".~s:n;~~:::::::~~:: S.~ ~J 
Adjustment for pending action on reconciliation: 

SBA disaster loans ...................................................................... -.1 
Adjustment to conform mandatory programs to budget 

resolution assumptions ................................................. - ( •) - .2 -----
Subcommittee total ............................................. 11.9 12,0 

Subcommittee 302(b) allocation ...................................... 12.0 11.9 
House-passed bill .............................................................. 12.l 12.l 
President's request 2 ..••.••..••....•.•..... ......••••••..•••.•..••••.••..••. 11.4 11.6 
Subcommittee total compared t0: 

Subcommittee 302(b) allocation............................. -.1 +.l 
House-passed bill ..................................................... - .2 - .1 
President's request .................................................. +.5 + .4 

1 Less than $50 million. ia:. Adjusted to reflect President's actual request for Legal Services Corpora. 

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rourdng. 

28.2 
12.0 

285.5 
0.5 

15.3 
15.2 
58.7 
8.2 

108.0 
1.7 
9.0 

10.5 
13.1 
1.2 

Bil status 

25.2 28.2 25.2 - (I) - (I) Senate-passed. 
11.9 11.9 12.0 -0.l +O.l Senate-repirted_ 

252.2 ................................................................ Do. 
0.5 0.5 0.5 + (1 ) + (1 ) 

15.6 15.3 15.6 - (2 ) - ( 1 ) r.onterence. 
14.7 ............................................................... . 
61.2 58.7 62.0 + 1·1 + .8 Senate-reported.• 8.9 8.2 9.3 + I + .4 llo. 

115.3 108.0 115.3 - : - (1 ) Do. 
lJ lJ lJ - - (I) Senate-passed. 
7.6 ............................................................... . 

26.6 10.0 26.7 - .5 +.l ~ 
2~:l ....... ~~:~ ......... ~~: .~.. -=S~ -~~l Senate-passed_ 

Total, Appropriations Committee ..... ...................................................................................................................................................................................................... 567.1 554.1 255.8 281.5 -1.7 + 1.8 

1 In addition to the bill, includes outlays from budget authority enacted in prior years, possible later requirements, ldjustments to conform mandltory items to the budget, resolution level, and other aojUSlments. 
2 Less than $50 minion. 
• Scoring of the Senate-passed HUD/Independent Agencies bill has not been completed as at this time. 
Source: Senate Budget Committee Staff. 
Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With

out objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, before 

we go to third reading, I just want to 
thank members of the staff on both 
sides for their extraordinary work 
during the last number of months get
ting this bill to the floor. 

I do not believe there are further 
amendments. 

I wonder if my friend from South 
Carolina has anything to say before 
we go to third reading. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, we 
have only a minute, so I want to say, 
right to the point, the distinguished 
Senator from New Hampshire has 
come right in and taken over from our 
distinguished chairman, Senator PAUL 
LAXALT, and in a short time, mastered 
the bill and done an outstanding job. 
It is a privilege to work with him. I 
compliment him particularly and his 
staff, Rick Spees, John Shank, and 
Santa! Manos and, of course, our good 
staff, Warren Kane. I thank him very 
much. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, let me 
say to my good friend from South 
Carolina that working on this commit
tee with Senator HOLLINGS as ranking 
member is not only a pleasure, but 
often a delight. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there further amendments to be of
fered? If there be no further amend
ments to be proposed, the question is 
on the engrossment of the amend
ments and third reading of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. I ask for the yeas 

and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

bill having been read the third time, 
the question is, Shall it pass? The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] 
and the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
WALLOP] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] would vote "yea." 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. BENT
SEN], the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
BIDEN], the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
DECONCINI], and the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. JOHNSTON] are neces
sarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
LAXALT). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 84, 
nays 10, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 275 Leg.] 
YEAS-84 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D'Arnato 
Danforth 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Durenberger 
Eagleton 
East 
Evans 
Ford 

Exon 
Gramm 
Heflin 
Helms 

Garn 
Glenn 
Goldwater 
Gore 
Gorton 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hart 
Hatch 
Hawkins 
Hecht 
Heinz 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Lau ten berg 
Laxalt 
Leahy 
Levin 
Long 
Lugar 
Mathias 
Matsunaga 
Mattingly 
McClure 

NAYS-10 
Humphrey 
Nickles 
Proxmire 
Roth 

McConnell 
Melcher 
Metzenbaum 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Quayle 
Riegle 
Rockefeller 
Rudman 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
Simon 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Thurmond 
Trible 
Warner 
Weicker 
Wilson 

Symms 
Zorinsky 

NOT VOTING-6 
Bentsen DeConcini Johnston 
Biden Hatfield Wallop 

So the bill <H.R. 2965), as amended, 
was passed. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate insist on its 
amendments and request a conference 
with the House of Representatives on 
the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses, and that the Chair be author
ized to appoint the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Presiding Officer [Mr. LAXALT] ap
pointed Mr. RUDMAN, Mr. LAXALT, Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr. WEICKER, Mr. HATFIELD, 
Mr. SPECTER, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. CHILES, and 
Mr. LAUTENBERG conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ex
press my appreciation to the majority 
leader and Democratic leader for as
sisting the subcommittee in getting 
this bill finally considered and voted 
on. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
also thank our distinguished minority 
leader here, along with the majority 
leader, and appreciate the help they 
gave us. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, if we 
could have order, I might be able to 
alert my colleagues what may happen 
the remainder of the day. 

As I understand the pending busi
ness-what is the pending business? 

AGRICULTURE, FOOD, TRADE, 
AND CONSERVATION ACT OF 
1985 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Clerk will state the pending business. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill <S. 1714) to expand export markets 

for United States agricultural commodities, 
provide price and income protection for 
farmers, assure consumers an abundance of 
food and fiber at reasonable prices, continue 
food assistance to low-income households, 
and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of the bill. 

Pending: 
Dole motion to recommit the bill, with in

structions to report back forthwith, with 
Dole Amendment No. 939, dealing with in
termediate export credits. 

Dole Amendment No. 940 <to Amendment 
No. 939), of a perfecting nature. 

Mr. DOLE. And there is a pending 
amendment? 

AMENDMENT NO. 940 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending amendment of the majority 
leader is No. 940. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it is my 
hope we can get an expression of in
terest in this amendment. For that 
reason I am going to move to table my 
own amendment and vote against the 
tabling motion. 

I think it is time we find out. It is 
time the American farmers find out 
precisely what we have in mind for ag
riculture this year. We have been up 
and down this hill dozens of times in 
the last several months. There is no 
reason we should not express our 
views on whether we are willing to 
support a particular program or 
whether we just want more time, 
whether we want to kill a program, 
whether we want to participate, and I 
think we need a vote so we can deter
mine where we go from here. 

If in fact the motion to recommit is 
tabled, then that would indicate there 
is not enough support for this ap
proach. It would mean going back into 
each program one at a time and taking 
a look at wheat, cotton, dairy, sugar, 
peanuts, soybeans, rice, and all the 
other commodity programs one at a 
time. It would mean taking a look at 
payment limitations, reducing the 
maximum amount with reference to 
all crops, whether it is wheat, whether 
it is sugar, or whatever it might be. It 
would mean taking a look at some cap 
on loans. Under the present sugar pro
grams you can borrow up to $4 million. 
That is the loan limit. Should it be 
that high? Some people do not think 
so. 

Either we are going to get a farm bill 
or we are not going to get a farm bill. I 
happen to believe there are a number 
of us on both sides of the aisle who 
want a farm bill. 

There has always been a bipartisan 
coalition around here when it came to 
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agriculture. That may be one reason it 
is in so much trouble. 

But if there is not that coalition, 
then I think those of us who have an 
interest in specific commodities should 
have to fend for ourselves. We have 
had meetings without any result at all. 
Everyone is interested in one thing, 
protecting his own commodity. It is all 
right to cut the other program but do 
not touch ours. 

Mr. President, I move to table the 
motion to recommit. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, will the 

majority leader yield for a question? 
Mr. DOLE. It is not debatable. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. No 

debate is in order. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I will sug

gest the absence of a quorum. It seems 
to me the Senator from Nebraska 
should be at least in a position to 
speak for a minute or two. We are 
going to take longer than that for this 
quorum call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
majority leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to withhold the 
quorum and yield 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, if I un

derstand correctly, the majority leader 
still has the floor, is that correct? 

Mr. DOLE. For 5 minutes to speak. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I wish to 

ask the majority leader if we are anx
ious to move the farm bill ahead why 
do we not get right into the farm bill 
as was reported out by a majority vote 
of the Agriculture Committee? 

I know that the distinguished major
ity leader is a member of this commit
tee, and he does not like the bill that 
came out of the committee. I know 
that the distinguished chairman of 
the committee does not like that bill. 

But is there some reason that we are 
going through this game playing with
out going directly to a vote on the bill 
as it came out of the Agriculture Com
mittee? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I just say 
we are trying to end the game playing. 
That is the whole reason for this ap
proach. ·We have been playing games 
with the American farmers for 5 or 6 
months. We tried to pass a bill in July. 
We could not do it. 

I think either we are going to have a 
farm bill this year or we are not. I 
would say to all those who think their 
commodities are sacred nothing is 
sacred. 

This motion to recommit, I might 
add, includes a number of the provi
sions that were available to all of us 
and a number of provisons to reduce 

spending. The distinguished Senator 
from Montana indicated earlier he had 
a number and we put in nearly every 
one of those he suggested. 

So it is sort of a bipartisan bill in 
that respect. It saves about $7 .6 bil
lion. That may not be the last savings 
we are able to obtain. There is still 
sugar and there is the peanut program 
and there is the dairy program. Every
one else is taking a cut. Others do not 
want to cooperate. 

So my view is we go out and do the 
best we can. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, if I may 
ask a further question, I ask the ma
jority leader once again, Why do we 
not go to the consideration of the bill 
that was reported out of the Agricul
ture Committee? This Senator for one 
does not agree with the majority 
leader that there are those of us who 
are trying to protect only our basic 
commodities. I think the bill that 
came out of the Agriculture Commit
tee is a long ways from perfect, but I 
think it was a generally well-balanced 
bill, and I think we should face up to 
the fact that the main reason we are 
going through this game playing is 
that there are those on that side of 
the aisle, particularly, who do not 
want a 4-year freeze on target prices. 

If there is remaining time, I wish to 
have my colleague from Montana ask 
a question because I know he is anx
ious to get involved in this short-term 
debate. 

Mr. DOLE. I would be happy to pro
vide 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Montana. 

Mr. MELCHER. I thank the majori
ty leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Montana. 
Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I 

have looked through the 168-page 
amendment, and I want to just express 
my judgment on a couple of points. 
The 1-year-target price freeze is in this 
package and that is very vigorously op
posed by farmers and farm organiza
tions no matter who they are and is 
really questioned by their creditors, 
whether they are banks or PCA's. So 
that is a negative point for the amend
ment. 

The farmers need to express their 
judgment on this proposal and we 
have not had, of course, time to do 
that. 

I am advised, however, by the vari
ous commodity groups, by their na
tional organizations, that wheat and 
those commodity groups involving 
feed grains vigorously oppose the 
amendment. The same is true of rice 
and cotton. 

Mr. President, while there has been 
a lot of charges of delaying tactics, we 
have waited all yesterday afternoon to 
see what this proposal will be. I do be
lieve the expressions of these commod
ity groups should be taken rather seri-

ously right now and that we do have 
some opportunity to get back to them 
to see whether this kind of a proposal 
should ever be adopted. The tabling 
motion, if it fails-which I hope it does 
not fail. The majority leader is trying 
to table his own amendment. That is 
fine with me. It will be an expression 
of where the votes are, and so we will 
know that. 

If the proposal is going to be ade
quately debated, we are going to need 
that feedback. If these national orga
nizations located here in Washington 
are correct and that they oppose it, 
then I would suggest there is some big 
flaws in it. If they can take an instant 
reading like that and say, "Oh, no, we 
couldn't go for that," it must have 
some pretty big flaws. Those commodi
ty organizations live this stuff day in 
and day out and, in most instances, 
they seem to represent the prevailing 
view of the farmers that produce 
those types of commodities, whatever 
it is, I"ice, cotton or feed grains or 
wheat. 

Finally, the savings are in here, and 
the savings, as I read them, I have no 
objection to except one, and it is the 
$2 billion that is saved by having the 
1-year target price freeze. There are 
many other areas in the bill to get 
that type of savings. The package that 
I have put together was not the end 
game. There are more that can be 
found without wrecking the programs 
of the various commodities. But that 
added up to $7.6 billion. The majority 
leader is correct. He has taken $5.3 bil
lion of those $7 .6 billion and put it in 
his own amendment. He gets the other 
$2.3 billion by putting in the 1-year 
target price freeze. 

There are possible savings in this bill 
to add up more than enough to bring 
it within the budget without doing 
that. We will have that opportunity to 
offer those savings under any event. 
We will have the opportunity on the 4-
year target price to off er a corrective 
amendment on that one feature if it 
should prevail. 

The majority leader has indicated 
that perhaps there are votes to come 
on the $50,000 payment limitation, on 
the honey program, or on the milk 
program, or what have you. On all of 
those, those of us who have worked 
with this bill will stick with the provi
sions that are in that bill. And the 
votes to do that will be here on this 
side, plus whatever is necessary to 
make a majority on that side. 

I thank the majority leader for 
yielding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for 2 additional 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, this is not 

a debate, but I appreciate the com
ments of both Senators. Let me indi
cate, first of all, that this is an effort 
worked out with the chairman, with 
Senators COCHRAN, LUGAR, and HELMS, 
myself, and a number of our col
leagues on this side to sort of bring 
this matter to a head. 

The chairman advised me he had 
about 5 months of hearings on this 
proposal, and it has passed the House. 
It is November 1. We are going to be 
tied up on reconciliation, the debt ceil
ing, and a number of other things the 
next couple of weeks. If we are going 
to pass a farm bill this year, we have 
to make some decisions. 

All we are doing is offering an 
amendment. This is all you do when 
you bring a bill up, I say to my friend 
from Nebraska. We are not circum
venting anything. We are trying to 
off er an amendment. 

I hope those of us who come from 
farm States would take a look at it. 
There are some commodities not in 
this proposal. Some people objected 
because we did not put sugar in be
cause they would like to see the sugar 
program changed in some way. Others 
are objecting because we even thought 
about putting it in. Peanuts are not in 
the program. The peanut people do 
not know what to do. They like what 
they have because they got more than 
anybody else. They even got an in
crease in the committee when every
body else was taking a decrease. So 
they are pretty happy. They do not 
want anybody to know about peanuts. 
"Don't mention peanuts; somebody 
will find out there are peanuts in the 
bill." 

We have already discovered the pea
nuts. And we discovered the sugar. It 
is very costly. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Will the majority 
leader yield? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes. 
Mr. BRADLEY. The amendment as 

proposed contains no provision on 
sugar whatsoever; no change in the 
loan rate, no change in the transporta
tion subsidy? 

Mr. DOLE. No; it is identical to the 
amendment offered by the distin
guished Senator from Indiana, which 
contained nothing about sugar. It is a 
1-year freeze for certain commodities. 
It is sort of a TOP program, Target 
Option Program, for wheat. It is a con
servation reserve and it is the savings 
many of us have talked about, Senator 
MELCHER has talked about, as well as 
Members on this side. 

Mr. BRADLEY. The Wheat Pro
gram is different than the amendment 
offered by Senator LUGAR? 

Mr. DOLE. This amendment saves 
more money. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I thank the majori
ty leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 2 
minutes of the leader have expired. 

The question is on the motion to 
table. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the majority leader 
get another minute or so, so that I 
might ask a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. The question I have is: 
In light of the fact that we sought on 
our side of the aisle to be able to offer 
some amendments to this farm bill, 
the distinguished majority leader, ex
ercising his right of recognition-and I 
have no problem with that; that is the 
way it ought to be-lined up a motion 
to recommit and amendments thereto, 
thus shutting out all other Senators 
from offering amendments, why that 
was all lined up last night and without 
any debate on the farm bill today and 
all of a sudden there is the motion to 
table this motion to recommit and 
amendments, I cannot understand 
that. Why are we not having some 
debate on the majority leader's 
amendment? 

Mr. DOLE. I say to the distinguished 
minority leader that we have been de
bating this for 7 months and most of 
us from farm States understand it and 
we are afraid that some of the people 
from urban States may begin to under
stand part of it. They are already get
ting on to the sugar program and the 
peanut program. They are starting to 
understand some of it. 

But we believe it is time we have a 
vote. Our farmers have already got 
their wheat in the ground in my State. 
I would be willing to debate it, if I 
could get an up-or-down vote later 
today. But it seemed to me that we 
ought to have a test vote to find out 
today whether this was going to fly. If 
not, maybe somebody else has a better 
idea. 

But I know Senator MOYNIHAN and 
Senator HAWKINS have dairy amend
ments. There are at least 60-some ad
ditional amendments. We certainly do 
not want to preclude other amend
ments. 

But it just seemed to me consider
ation of this amendment would be a 
good thing to do. 

Mr. BYRD. If the distinguished ma
jority leader will indulge me further, it 
seems to me that we are being asked to 
table an amendment we have had no 
debate on. We started for a while last 
night to read the amendment, then we 
called off the reading at my sugges
tion. 

What I cannot understand is why we 
are moving now to table the majority 
leader's amendment, which has been 
in the Senate less than 24 hours. I was 
told that it is a comprehensive com
promise or new farm bill. 

I am not from a farm State. So I do 
not understand the content of the 
measure as well as do most other Sen
ators, I am sure. But the distinguished 
majority leader calls his amendment 
up, will not let others call theirs up, 

and then overnight decides to table his 
own amendment. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I want to 
vote against tabling. If it is not tabled, 
we will have a lot of time for debate. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, is the dis
tinguished majority leader not going 
to off er other amendments if his pend
ing amendment is tabled? 

Mr. DOLE. If this is tabled, I may 
have another one. 

Mr. BYRD. Is this going to be tabled 
by the distinguished majority leader 
after a little while? 

Mr. DOLE. I hope this is not tabled. 
There is a lot of work in this. I would 
like to have it considered. I hope my 
colleagues on both sides will take a 
careful look at the amendment. I 
think it has the makings of a good bi
partisan farm bill. 

So I hope it is not tabled. 
Mr. BYRD. I did not know we were 

playing games around here until the 
distinguished majority leader said that 
that is what we are doing. So I under
stand that now this is just another 
play in the game playing. 

Mr. DOLE. Well, it is a small one. I 
have not learned how to play the big 
ones yet. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distin
guished majority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Kansas to lay on 
the table the amendment <No. 940> of 
the Senator from Kansas. On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk ~alled 
the roll. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon CMr. HATFIELD] 
and the Senator from Wyoming CMr. 
WALLOP] are necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Texas CMr. BENT
SEN], the Senator from Delaware CMr. 
BIDEN], the Senator from Arizona CMr. 
DECONCINI] and the Senator from 
Louisiana CMr. JOHNSTON] are neces
sarily absent. 

The result was announced-yeas 45, 
nays 49, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 276 Leg.] 

YEAS-45 
Baucus Glenn Melcher 
Bingaman Gore Metzenbaum 
Boren Grassley Mitchell 
Bradley Harkin Moynihan 
Bumpers Hart Nickles 
Burdick Heflin Nunn 
Byrd Hollings Pell 
Chiles Inouye Pryor 
Danforth Kennedy Riegle 
Dixon Kerry Rockefeller 
Dodd Lautenberg Sar banes 
Duren berger Leahy Sasser 
Eagleton Levin Simon 
Exon Long Stennis 
Ford Matsunaga Zorinsky 

NAYS-49 
Abdnor Boschwitz Cohen 
Andrews Chafee Cranston 
Armstrong Cochran D'Amato 
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Denton 
Dole 
Domenic! 
East 
Evans 
Garn 
Goldwater 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Hatch 
Hawkins 
Hecht 
Heinz 
Helms 

Bentsen 
Biden 

Humphrey 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Laxalt 
Lugar 
Mathias 
Mattingly 
McClure 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Quayle 

Roth 
Rudman 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Trible 
Warner 
Weicker 
Wilson 

NOT VOTING-6 
DeConcini 
Hatfield 

Johnston 
Wallop 

So the motion to table amendment 
No. 940 was rejected. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, regular 
order. 

Mr. President, I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, what 
was the vote? 

Mr. DOLE. I moved to reconsider 
the motion to table. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. The Chair just 
stated that the motion to lay on the 
table was agreed to. Is that correct? 

Mr. DOLE. The motion to table the 
motion to reconsider was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Arkansas under
stand? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes, Mr. President. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am ad

vised that we have now received a mes
sage from the House. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is not correct. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I under
stand that the conference report has 
not yet arrived. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We 
have a message from the House. The 
conference report has not appeared. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. DOLE. While we are awaiting 

the conference report, I ask unani
mous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business, not to extend 
beyond 4:30 p.m., with statements 
therein limited to 5 minutes each, with 
the exception of the distinguished 

Senator from South Carolina, who 
would like 10 minutes. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I only do 
this, I tell the majority leader, to get 
some feel as to when we return to the 
farm bill or when we would expect to 
return to the farm bill. 

Mr. DOLE. As I have indicated, we 
have a reconciliation matter, we have 
the debt ceiling, which will come 
ahead of the farm bill. I hope some
time on Monday. 

Mr. MELCHER. I thank the majori
ty leader. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
majority leader yield? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD. We have the House mes

sage. Does anyone know where the 
conference report is? Not too long ago, 
a conference report walked out of the 
east door over there. I hope that is not 
the case today. 

Mr. DOLE. I have checked around. 
We cannot find it on this side, anyway. 
We have not checked the safe yet. 

Mr. BYRD. All right. 

SENATOR LUGAR-STRONG 
HELMSMAN 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, in 
today's Wall Street Journal my col
leagues will find an article on DrcK 
LUGAR, the chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee. The article com
pliments the chairman on his efforts 
to bring back to the Foreign Relations 
Committee to a position of promi
nence. Rightly so. In this past year, 
the committee has once again become 
a place not only where the major for
eign policy issues of the day are debat
ed, but where substantive legislation is 
considered and passed upon. 

In the beginning of the year, as the 
article notes, the committee undertook 
a series of comprehensive hearings on 
American foreign policy. Immediately 
thereafter, the committee turned to 
its major regular pieces of legislation, 
the foreign assistance bill and the 
Senate Department authorization bill. 
Both of these bills gained broad bipar
tisan support in the committee, and 
both ultimately passed the Senate by 
overwhelming margins. 

In addition, the committee has re
ported out the Genocide Convention; 
resolved, for the time being at least, 
the legislative situation with regard to 
South Africa; and has dealt with other 
controversial issues like the Jordan 
arms sale in a manner remarkably free 
of contention and with great skill 

Mr. President, today's Journal arti
cle casts considerable light upon the 
reasons for the chairman's success. It 
points to his calm, patient, and 
thoughtful approach to the issues 
which confront American foreign 
policy. I commend the article to my 
colleagues, and ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SENATOR LUGAR IS GAINING NEW PRESTIGE 
FOR PANEL ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

<By Robert S. Greenberger) 
WASHINGTON.-During a recent roast of 

Sen. Richard Lugar, who is known as a com
petent but colorless legislator, and old 
friend served up a one-liner that brought 
down the house. 

"Dick has maintained that childhood ca
pacity of walking into an empty room and 
blending right in," joked William Ruckels
haus, former administrator of the Environ
mental Protection Agency. Mr. Ruckels
haus, who has known the Indiana Republi
can since kindergarten, says, "I used to go 
over to his house and push him off his 
swings." 

But since becoming the chairman of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee last 
January, Dick Lugar has been doing the 
pushing. By finding consensus positions on 
foreign-policy issues and selling them to the 
White House, he has restored some of the 
credibility and clout that the once influen
tial panel lost in recent years. 

SOUTH AFRICA AND JORDAN 
Some examples of his pushing: 
As racial violence grew in South Africa, 

Mr. Lugar saw the political and diplomatic 
risks in the Reagan administration's policies 
toward that country and pressed a reluctant 
White House to imposed economic sanc
tions. 

He saved the White House from an embar
rassing defeat by forging a compromise to 
delay a showdown on a controversial arms 
sale to Jordan. 

He crafted a bipartisan consensus on a 
$12.8 billion foreign-aid authorization bill, 
the first such bill that the committee had 
been able to clear since 1981. 

"Everyone knows he has made the com
mittee more effective," says Sen. Joseph 
Biden, a liberal Delaware Democrat who is a 
member of the panel. "He can make judg
ments and take the committee with him." 

As a result, Mr. Lugar and his committee 
have an unusual opportunity to fill any gaps 
in the administration's foreign policy. The 
White House hasn't achieved significant 
successes in the Middle East following its in
volvement in Lebanon. It is struggling to 
find ways to promote orderly change in the 
Philippines. And its policy in the arms-limi
tation talks with the Soviet Union has been 
marked by internal disarray; if an agree
ment is reached, the committee is expected 
to play a decisive role in the drive for 
Senate ratification. 

Mr. Lugar is well positioned to strengthen 
the role of the committee, which has been 
more liberal than the rest of the Senate for 
much of the past two decades. A man of the 
middle and a man of the Senate, he reflects 
the nation's conservative mood and enjoys 
the trust of colleagues on the left and the 
right. 

He also has the confidence of the adminis
tration. He breakfasts every other week 
with Secretary of State George Shultz, 
when their schedules permit, and has long 
telephone conversations with him nearly 
every weekend. When the White House de
cided to impose economic sanctions on 
South Africa, Mr. Shultz, nattily attired in 
yellow pants and green golf shirt, sought 
out Sen. Lugar in his Capitol hideaway 
office late on a Saturday afternoon to deliv
er the news. 
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Mr. Lugar notes that the committee has 

the respect, too, of the Senate membership, 
"There is a sense of confidence on the part 
of members on both sides of the aisle that 
the committee is thoughtful in what it 
does," he says. This trust is important be
cause senators often rely on the panel for 
guidance on many issues they don't have 
time to master. 

"Senators don't want to be mouse-trapped 
into votes that can be used destructively 
against them by somebody back home in a 
campaign," Mr. Lugar explains. 

SCOUT AND SCHOLAR 

Dick Lugar, a 53-year-old one-time Eagle 
Scout and Rhodes Scholar, brings consider
able energy to his post. After becoming 
chairman, he set out to meet as many for
eign ambassadors to Washington as possible 
and on some days had "three or four of 
them stacked up in his office" waiting to see 
him, an aide says. Last summer he spent the 
five-week congressional recess pounding out 
a still-untitled book on foreign policy. 

Mr. Lugar contends that most Senate 
members are ready to follow the panel's 
lead and that even on minor issues his influ
ence is growing. A few months ago, he re
call:;, a conservative senator complained at 
the Republicans' weekly Tuesday luncheon 
about rumors that a Soviet ship with nucle
ar weapons was heading toward a Mexican 
port. The irate senator vowed to introduce a 
resolution cutting off aid to Mexico if the 
ship was permitted to dock. Sen. Lugar, un
derstanding that such a resolution would 
needlessly strain U.S.-Mexican relations, 
convinced the senator that he would quietly 
pass the word to the State Department to 
look into the matter. 

"I don't know whether the story was true 
or not, but I do know that you can't conduct 
foreign policy on the lam, no matter how 
strongly you feel," he says. 

Sen. Biden says that his Indiana colleague 
is "a masterful chairman. He's a good strate
gist for this administration because he's 
able to keep the committee out of issues the 
administration doesn't want it involved in." 
At times, though, Sen. Lugar seems too def
erential to the administration and too eager 
to do its bidding. 

For instance, in a bizarre incident on the 
Senate floor in September, Mr. Lugar tar
nished the bipartisan image he had built 
during his successful effort to persuade the 
White House to impose economic sanctions 
on South Africa. To prevent a procedural 
vote on tougher, congressional sanctions 
after the White House had imposed its own 
penalties. Mr. Lugar, at the behest of Sen. 
Robert Dole, the majority leader, put the 
official copy of the tough bill in his jacket 
pocket and left the Senate floor to place it 
in his safe. 

Mr. Lugar says the parliamentary maneu
ver was borrowed from the Democrats, but 
his opponents were enraged. "It was an arbi
trary act by one senator-a one-person 
veto," grouses Sen. Alan Cranston, a liberal 
California Democrat. 

LOW EXPECTATIONS 

When Mr. Lugar became chairman-after 
an unsuccessful bid to become Senate ma
jority leader-many panel members had low 
expectations. Although he had been on the 
Foreign Relations Committee since 1979, he 
hadn't played a particularly active role on 
the panel. Staff aides considered him a 
rubber stamp for the administration and 
said he usually was active only on those 
issues on which the White House asked for 
his help. When the panel under Sen. 

Charles Percy, the previous chairman, 
pushed to attach conditions to aid Turkey, 
for example, it was Mr. Lugar who was the 
administration's point man in opposing the 
plan. 

But he soon surprised colleagues with his 
skill and evenhandedness in balancing the 
divergent views on the committee. When 
Sen. Jesse Helms, the ultraconservative 
North Carolina Republican, objected to lan
guage in a genocide treaty that has lan
guished in the Senate for 37 years, Mr. 
Lugar worked patiently with him and met 
some of his concerns in a package that 
passed the panel. The two senators work 
closely together often; Mr. Lugar is the 
second-ranking GOP member on the Agri
culture Committee, which Mr. Helms heads. 

At the same time, Mr. Lugar works well 
with the Foreign Relations Committee's lib
eral Democrats. When Sen. John Kerry of 
Massachusetts, the panel's junior member, 
pushed an amendment limiting military aid 
to the Philippines and linking it to that na
tion's human-rights record, Mr. Lugar lis
tened patiently. The amendment was de
feated in committee, but Mr. Lugar honored 
a pledge to support a Kerry resolution de
signed to pressure the Philippines into im
proving its human-rights record and moving 
toward democracy. The Senate passed the 
resolution. 

BEATING LINDSAY 

Throughout his political career the soft
spoken Mr. Lugar has turned to his advan
tage a general inclination to underestimate 
him. In 1969, when he was the mayor of In
dianapolis, he successfully mounted a sur
prise challenge to New York's Mayor John 
Lindsay, the prototype of 1960s charisma, to 
become the vice president of the National 
League of Cities. He became its president a 
year later. In 1982, he edged out the highly 
respected Sen. Bob Packwood of Oregon to 
head the National Republican Senatorial 
Committee, which raises and spends money 
for GOP senators. 

Now he is devoting his energy to reestab
lishing the Foreign Relations Committee's 
leadership in shaping a bipartisan foreign 
policy. The panel's role has diminished since 
the heady days when Sen. J. William Ful
bright, the Arkansas Democrat who ruled it 
for 15 years, helped turn the nation against 
the Vietnam War with televised hearings. 

After Vietnam-and Mr. Fulbright's 
defeat in a 1974 primary-other committees 
nibbled away at the panel's foreign-policy 
turf. In 1979, when the Senate debated the 
Salt II treaty <which Mr. Lugar opposed), 
the Armed Services Committee aggressively 
moved in to hold hearings, even though the 
Foreign Relations panel had clear jurisdic
tion. 

The decline in power was accelerated by a 
succession of Foreign Relations Committee 
chairmen who lacked Mr. Fulbright's stat
ure. First came two Democrats, John Spark
man of Alabama, a caretaker chairman in 
the twilight of his career, and Frank 
Church of Idaho, a liberal whose personali
ty was too abrasive for some colleagues. 
Then, when Republicans won control of the 
Senate in 1980, Sen. Percy of Illinois 
became the panel's chairman. He was per
ceived as ineffective and weak and was 
badly distracted by a growing electoral chal
lenge in his home state that eventually led 
to his defeat. 

In the committee's good old days, Mr. Ful
bright used to complain that members fre
quently missed hearings because they were 
off running for the presidency. John F. 
Kennedy was the last committee member to 

win the White House; Eugune McCarthy, 
Hubert Humphrey, George McGovern and 
Mr. Percy were panel members who didn't 
make it. In the last decade, however, the 
committee lost some of its appeal and some 
potential new members worried that service 
on the panel could be a liability because 
"foreign policy was becoming less of an 
asset back home and membership on the 
committee could end up being an electoral 
albatross," observes Norman Ornstein, an 
expert on Congress at the American Enter
prise Institute. 

Last January, in his first major action as 
chairman, Mr. Lugar convened a set of hear
ings on American foreign policy. An aide 
says Mr. Lugar wanted to get the attention 
of panel members, whose attendance at 
hearings had been slipping, and also to raise 
the committee's visibility by signaling that 
the panel, once again, would become the 
forum for comprehensive foreign-policy de
bates. The hearings also reflected Mr. 
Lugar's view that it was necessary to rede
fine an American consensus in foreign 
policy after the turmoil of the Vietnam era. 

Although generally serious, Mr. Lugar oc
casionally shows a glimmer of humor. On 
the morning that President Reagan 
changed course because of Senate pressure 
and announced sanctions against South 
Africa, Mr. Lugar held a news conference. 
When asked if the administration had buck
led to congressional pressure, he looked at 
his watch and replied: "No, I think this was 
an independent action. The Senate isn't due 
to convene for another hour and a half." 

SEPTEMBER TEXTILE AND 
APPAREL IMPORT FIGURES 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President; 
throughout the debate that has sur
rounded the Textile and Apparel 
Trade Enforcement Act of 1985, both 
in the Congress and in the media, a 
considerable amount of attention has 
been given to what the administration 
has done to keep American textile and 
apparel jobs in America. The adminis
tration has boasted that it has made 
numerous "calls", and negotiated or 
imposed 300 quotas. 

Well, Mr. President, what has hap
pened to the American textile and ap
parel worker while the administration 
has worked so hard in their behalf? I'll 
tell you what has happened. Over 
350,000 of them have lost their jobs, 
their livelihoods, their ability to pro
vide for themselves and their families. 
That is what has happened over the 
last 5 years. 

Today, Mr. President, I have the sad 
responsibility of reporting to my col
leagues the most recent textile trade 
figures. September 1985, was the 
second highest textile import month 
on record. Total imports of fiber, tex
tiles, and apparel soared to 1,062 mil
lion square yard equivalents. Over 1 
billion square yards in 1 month. That 
1 billion plus square yards is 22 per
cent above the September 1984, level. 

Disturbing to me, Mr. President, is 
the fact that the 1 billion plus square 
yards of foreign produced fiber, tex
tiles, and apparel that came into the 
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United States last month represents 
100 thousand lost job opportunities 
for American workers-workers who 
desperately need those jobs. I repeat: 
The textiles and apparel which came 
to the United States last month alone 
represent 100,000 lost job opportuni
ties for American workers-workers 
who desperately need these jobs. 

However, the most disturbing thing, 
is that the September import figures 
represent a continuation of the recent 
trends. 

The September import figures mean 
that we can expect 1985 to set a new 
import record; and why not? 1983 set a 
record over 1982. 1984 set a record 
over 1983. Why should 1985 be any dif
ferent? 

It also means that we can expect 
more textile and apparel operations to 
cut back on production or close. We 
can expect to see more workers work
ing short-weeks or being laid off. In 
short, Mr. President, we can expect to 
see the further displacement of Ameri
can workers and the further decline of 
one of our basic, most important in
dustries. It is for these reasons that we 
introduced the Textile and Apparel 
Trade Enforcement Act of 1985. Like
wise, it is for these reasons that I will 
continue to do all that I can to see the 
bill enacted. 

What we are talking about here is 
jobs-American jobs. That is all there 
is to it. Are these jobs going to stay in 
America or be sent abroad? American 
jobs-that is what the textile bill is all 
about. That is the bottom line. With
out the assistance the textile bill 
would provide, we will lose a vitally 
important domestic industry, the 2 
million jobs directly dependent upon 
that industry, and, in addition, the 2 
million jobs in related and supporting 
industries. 

Mr. President, as I have said on this 
floor so many times, the papers in my 
home State of South Carolina, and in 
other States, report plant closings and 
layoffs on an almost daily basis. Just 
this past Monday, October 28, 1985, an 
article appearing in the State newspa
per was headlined "Abbeville, Green
wood to lose 350 plant jobs." That 
seems to be a weekly occurrence. 

Those towns are hurting, Mr. Presi
dent. The people who live there are 
hurting. They cannot understand why 
this administration has not taken 
steps to help. They cannot understand 
why the administration keeps talking 
about so-called "free trade" when it 
does not exist. They cannot under
stand why or how an administration 
sits idly by while their jobs are being 
destroyed, while their families are suf
fering, while their communities are 
suffering, while their way-of-life is 
being destroyed. Neither can I, Mr. 
President. 

I hope the administration will soon 
awaken to the reality of what is going 
on. If they had done so, the Textile 

and Apparel Trade Enforcement Act 
of 1985 might not have been neces
sary. However, they have not. The bill 
is necessary. The textile and apparel 
industry is in a crisis situation. 

The largest fabric manufacturer in 
the Nation-one of the most modern 
and efficient textile companies in the 
world-Burlington Industries, just re
ported a loss for its fourth quarter. 
They had a loss in the fourth quarter 
of last year as well. Compared to last 
year, their total earnings have fallen 
by 80 percent. 

I hope the Members of the Senate 
will hear this. Burlington Mills, the 
_largest in the Nation, had a loss in the 
fourth quarter of this year, and com
pared to last year, their total earnings 
have fallen by 80 percent. 

They are having to close plants. 
They are having to layoff people who 
have spent their entire working lives 
in textiles. These people have no 
where else to go. This is happening de
spite the fact that Burlington is one of 
the most modern, efficient, productive 
companies in the World. 

Mr. President, this simply can not be 
allowed to continue. It must be 
stopped. If imports are allowed to con
tinue to flood our domestic markets, 
we will end up with no domestic tex
tile and apparel industry. We will end 
up with millions of unemployed work
ers. 

Mr. President, the textile bill is des
perately needed. The Senate should 
pass it immediately, and the President 
should sign it as soon as it reaches his 
desk. 

Mr. President, I wish to speak fur
ther with regard to trade in general in 
this country as I have just spoken 
about the textile industry. I wish to 
say further that the trade deficit now 
is the highest in history, with $15.5 
billion in imports for the month of 
September alone, which is up 57 per
cent over August. The largest portion 
of the deficit was in the manufactur
ing sector which has lost 340,000 man
ufacturing jobs this year. I repeat-
340,000 American jobs lost this year. 

Japan yesterday announced a record 
trade surplus for the first half of its 
fiscal year. 

Mr. President, I just do not see any 
sense in the way the administration is 
handling America's trade policy. Here 
we are losing more and more jobs. We 
have already lost 340,000 this year. 
And what did Japan do? Yesterday 
they announced a record trade surplus 
for the first half of the fiscal year. 
While the Japanese are reporting a 
record surplus, our Nation is reporting 
a record deficit. 

Mr. President, I think that we need 
to take action, and the only place I see 
that we are going to get action is in 
Congress. 

We offered this textile bill as salva
tion. The textile industry is struggling 
to survive. We have to do something. 

I think American jobs should come 
first, Mr. President. It is not right to 
the American people to allow these 
jobs to continue to go overseas, and 
that is what they have done. 

When the President gave me a com
mitment on textiles, he said he fa
vored keeping the import growth in 
line with the domestic growth. What is 
the import growth-33 percent. What 
is the domestic growth-3 percent. Be
cause of this ever increasing import 
growth, the mills are closing and thou
sands of people in our country are 
losing their jobs. 

I hope that the administration will 
change its policies and preserve these 
jobs for our American citizens who de
serve the first consideration. Passage 
of the Textile and Apparel Trade En
forcement Act of 1985 is necessary to 
prevent the further displacement of 
American workers and the further de
cline of one of our basic, most impor
tant industries. 

CASE OF THE SOVIET SEAMAN, 
MYROSLAV MEDVID 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
the Senator from New Hampshire has 
been desperately seeking to convince 
the administration to reopen the case 
of the Soviet seaman, Myroslav 
Medvid, who is about to be Shang
haied out of this country, no doubt to 
his death. 

In that context, Mr. President, I 
want to read into the record a docu
ment which has become available just 
within the last few hours relative to 
this case. It is an affidavit from Mrs. 
Irene Padoch, who was the first inter
preter retained by the Immigration 
Service to interview Seaman Medvid. 

What is contained in this affidavit 
contradicts the statement of the Im
migration Service. It contradicts the 
statement that Mr. Medvid did not ask 
for political asylum in this country. 

The fallowing is a verbatim reading 
of the affidavit: 

AFFIDAVIT 

The affiant, first being duly sworn, de
poses on oath and states as follows: 

1. I am of sound mind and lawful age and 
make this affidavit of my own free will. 

2. I reside at 71 East 7th Street, New 
York, New York 10003. 

3. I am employed on a contract basis as a 
certified English-Ukrainian-Polish inter
preter by the Immigration and Naturaliza
tion Service, U.S. Department of Justice. 

4. On or about 11:45 p.m. on the evening 
of Thursday, October 25, 1985, I received a 
telephone call from an INS officer in Louisi
ana. He informed me that he was holding an 
individual who needed a Ukrainian inter
perter. 

I asked the as yet unidentified individual 
whether he heard me. He said yes, I hear 
you beautifully. He said, you have to come 
to me here immediately. I replied, I am too 
far, I am in New York. 

I asked all the questions asked by the INS 
officer. We started with name, and he an
swered Myroslav Vasiliovych. I asked his 
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family name and he replied, Medvid, like 
the animal. CMedvid in Ukrainian means 
bear.] His father is Vasyl Medvid, his 
mother, Anna Lakhovsky Medvid stated if I 
could not understand, he could speak in 
Polish, because his mother was of Polish an
cestry. The conversation continued in 
Ukrainian, by agreement. 

He stated he was from Lviv oblast 
<region), Ukraine. He stated he was from 
the Sokal region, village of Silets. He was 
there. His father lives in that village and he 
was born there as well. 

There were no questions asked regarding 
his education. I had difficulty hearing the 
INS officer, who appeared to be on a second 
phone. I had to repeat various questions and 
answers several times on numerous occa
sions. The conversation took a long time, 
about one hour. 

I had no difficulty in hearing and under
standing Medvid. I asked him before each 
question whether he heard and understood 
me. He replied affirmatively each and every 
time. 

He was asked how long he had been on 
shore. Medvid could not tell. He suggested 
4-6 hours, and added, that the official 
should know, unless he can't see that I 
<Medvid> am still wet. 

He stated he did not see any Immigration 
officials board the ship and said the ship 
was standing in line. He said he did not see 
any inspection. 

He said he jumped because he wanted to 
live in an honest country. In response to the 
question regarding the particular reason for 
jumping, Medvid responded there were 
many reasons which could not be told in a 
short time. The INS officer tried to get 
some more particulars, but the response was 
the same: a lot of reasons. 

The INS officer became impatient and 
asked me to ask whether he wanted political 
asylum, because he could keep him here 
only under those circumstances. I asked him 
that and he unhesitatingly responded "yes." 

The INS officer asked again and the re
sponse was the same. 

Medvid stated he was very much afraid 
and wanted to know what would happen to 
him. The INS officer told me to calm him 
down and no harm would come to him. 
Medvid would be arrested and he would stay 
that way until the next morning when INS 
would call me again. 

I told the officer that I would be leaving 
New York next afternoon. 

Medvid protested his arrest; said he did 
nothing wrong and was never arrested in his 
life. 

The officer said he would call again the 
next day. He did not call, despite my wait
ing. I did not leave New York until Saturday 
morning. 

I gave a 5-page statement under oath to 
INS investigators who came to my summer 
house on Sunday morning, before 6:00 a.m., 
on October 27, 1985. 

One of the agents told me that "somebody 
goofed and that he should jump into the 
Mississippi himself." 

Further affiant sayeth not. 
That is a sworn affidavit by Mrs. 

Irene Padoch, the first interpreter to 
interview Seaman Medvid at the re
quest of INS. Despite the assertion of 
the INS that Mr. Medvid did not re
quest asylum at that point, it is per
fectly clear from this sworn affidavit 
that he did in fact request asylum. 

It is outrageous, Mr. President, the 
shameful way in which this matter 

has been handled. A human life is in 
dire jeopardy and our national honor 
is disgraced. There is but one honora
ble solution and that is for the admin
istration to reopen this matter using 
the same statutory authority it used in 
the first place to remove the seaman 
from the ship and this time to give 
him sufficient days of rest to permit 
any drugs which may be in his body to 
be removed and to permit this unfor
tunate young man a chance to gather 
his wits about him and to make a fate
ful decision about the balance of his 
life. 

Mr. SIMON. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall be happy 

to yield. 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I have 

been one of those who, for a long time, 
has been saying we ought to have im
proved relations with the Soviet 
Union. I am one of those who wel
comes the summit. But my fear is, and 
I guess the fear of the Senator from 
New Hampshire, that because of the 
summit coming up right now we do 
not want to do anything that might 
embarrass us or embarrass the rela
tionship. The reality is if we are to 
have improved relations, we have to be 
open with each other, we have to be 
candid with each other. And our stand 
in the area of human rights is a very 
different stand from that of the Soviet 
Union. 

I do not know that I would agree 
with the Senator from New Hamp
shire that this person faces death 
when he goes back there, but I think 
he faces a grim future at the very 
least. I feel very uncomfortable with 
the way our Nation has handled this 
matter. Certainly, if the statement of 
the interpreter is correct, and I have 
no reason to believe that it is not cor
rect, it has been very badly mishan
dled. 

I hope that the administration 
would listen to my colleague from New 
Hampshire and that somehow we can 
diplomatically, tactfully, but firmly, 
say somehow, this seaman has to have 
a little bit of chance. At least for a few 
weeks, let us let him stay here and see 
what the situation is. I do not know 
what the full situation is. I have dis
cussed briefly tonight with the chair
man of the Immigration Committee's 
Refugee Subcommittee, Mr. SIMPSON, 
the possibility of our subcommittee 
doing something. But clearly, some
thing ought to be done quickly by the 
administration. 

I join my colleague from New Hamp
shire in urging that the administra
tion, in some way-I do not know what 
it is. I do not want to embarrass our
selves diplomatically nor does the Sen
ator from New Hampshire. But in 
some kind of a gesture of good will, we 
should try to make, we should try to 
seal the fate of this seaman who has 
shown unusual courage. I thank my 
colleague from New Hampshire. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Illinois. On a 
few points it is clear that we broadly 
agree, at least that this matter de
serves examination. It is true that 
there is fear of appearing belligerent 
or troublesome in advance of the 
summit. That can be finessed, I think. 
Perhaps as I have suggested to Presi
dent Reagan, Mr. Medvid could be 
turned over to a neutral country such 
as Switzerland so there can be no ap
pearance of trying to embarrass the 
Soviet Union. That ought to be seen as 
reasonable by both sides. 

In any event, it seems to me we have 
an obligation to which we are bound 
by honor and decency to open this 
case for further and more thorough 
examination, which would give this 
unfortunate man a real chance. I un
derstand the man is exhausted. I un
derstand he is injured. He may well 
have been drugged. The poor fellow 
needs a week at least to make a rea
sonable and prudent decision about 
what he wants to do. 

Mr. SIMON. Would the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Certainly. 
Mr. SIMON. I commend my col

league. I think the suggestion he has 
just made that Mr. Medvid be turned 
over to a neutral nation-Switerland, 
Sweden, or some nation like that
would clearly not embarrass us diplo
matically. The decision does not need 
to be made until next week, or we 
could wait a month. But it is a way of 
saying we are not just going out and 
luring people away, which I am sure is 
how Pravda is going to be portraying 
things. The gentleman could be turned 
over to a neutral nation, people in an
other country can make that decision. 
I think that really makes sense. 

The United States and the Soviet 
Union could even agree on what 
nation should do it. I think the Sena
tor has made an excellent suggestion. 
I hope those in the administration 
who monitor what is going on here, if 
anybody does monitor what is going 
on here, will heed the call of the Sena
tor from New Hampshire. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the remarks of the Senator 
from Illinois. I urge my colleagues who 
may be listening over the intercom to 
phone the White House, phone Don 
Regan, phone Ed Meese. Unfortunate
ly, we are racing the clock. The ship 
moved up river this afternoon from 
Belle Chasse to a place I am told 
called Reserve, where the Soviet ship 
began taking on its cargo. It takes 36 
hours once it is commenced, I am told. 
So the clock is running out. We cannot 
afford to waste this weekend. 

I simply urge my colleagues to call 
the White House and beg, as I have, 
that this case be reopened. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 
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DOLE AMENDMENT 940 TO FARM 

BILL 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi

dent, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment offered by my good friend, the 
distinguished majority leader. I do so 
reluctantly, as I have great faith and 
confidence in the Senator from 
Kansas' ability to fashion a farm com
promise acceptable to midwestern 
farmers. Unfortunately, this compro
mise does not maintain farm income at 
its current level, is not acceptable to 
the Minnesota farmers I have spoken 
with, and ought to be rejected by the 
Senate. 

Under the Dole amendment target 
prices for the 1986 crop of corn and 
feed grains would be frozen at their 
1985 level, after which they would be 
reduced by 5 percent in 1987, 1988, and 
1989. For Minnesota corn producers, 
who will harvest 750 million bushels 
this fall, those 5-percent cuts will 
result in a cut in farm income of $112 
million in 1987, $217 million in 1988, 
$315 million in 1989, and $412 million 
in 1990. And if you add it up, Minneso
ta corn growers could expect $1 billion 
less in income over the next 5 years 
under the Dole amendment, than they 
would under the committee bill. So, 
while a 5-percent cut in target prices 
may sound like a reasonable reduction, 
it represents an unconscionable attack 
on one of the most important sources 
of farm income for Minnesota's strug
gling farmers. 

Mr. President, the Dole amendment 
also creates the possibility of a fairly 
significant cut in planted acres, a move 
which many feel is counterproductive 
to the market-oriented thrust of this 
legislation. While the end of all acre
age reduction programs in 1989 may 
seem to offset those cutbacks, the re
ality is that a large, upfront land re
tirement program could create an in
centive to bring additional land into 
production in the Southern Hemi
sphere. And once that land is brought 
into production, this Nation's farmers 
might as well reconcile themselves to 
ever larger, income-reducing, acreage
reduction programs in the years 
ahead. 

In the final analysis, Members of 
this body have to decide what they 
want a farm bill to do. Those who sup
port this amendment are telling Amer
ica's farmers that they believe cutting 
spending is more important than pre
venting farm income from falling 
below its currently depressed level. 
Well, this Senator has spent a lot of 
time in rural Minnesota, and has come 
to the conclusion that amendments 
like this one ought to be rejected. So I 
will vote against this amendment. I 
hope a majority of the Members of 
this body will join me. Because our 
hardworking farmers deserve better. 

THE BALANCED BUDGET BILL 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 

House has sent us a strong and 
thoughtful balanced budget bill, and it 
deserves our support in the Senate. 
Building from the Gramm-Rudman
Hollings deficit control act, the House 
has made important changes while re
taining the fundamental commitment 
to swift and certain action to bring the 
Federal budget into balance. 

Each of the modifications by the 
House serves to strengthen the crucial 
deficit reduction process, while main
taining the Nation's commitment to 
those who need our help the most. 

The measure before us ensures that 
we will begin the process of deficit re
duction sooner-and reduce the deficit 
more rapidly if economic growth is 
sustained. The deficit is a problem 
that must be addressed today, and it 
will only worsen if we wait for the 
next election. 

The House proposal takes specific 
steps to protect a small, carefully 
chosen number of vital programs. The 
Senate had already agreed that our 
fundamental obligation to our senior 
citizens should not be breached. The 
measure before us extends that essen
tial protection to the young, the poor, 
and the ill. 

Other modifications improve our 
ability to respond to changing econom
ic conditions and strengthen the 
budget process. 

The House has taken an important 
measure-one which I supported in 
the Senate-and improved it with 
many of the safeguards we sought to 
add in the Senate debate. 

The Senate has an opportunity now 
to cast a historic vote, a vote for fiscal 
responsibility and for fundamental 
fairness. We should do so enthusiasti
cally-and unanimously. 

ELECTION OF HAWAII'S BISHOP 
EDMOND LEE BROWNING AS 
PRESIDING BISHOP OF THE 
EPISCOPAL CHURCH OF THE 
UNITED STATES 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 

take this opportunity to bring to the 
attention of my colleagues the eleva
tion of a dear friend to a post of na
tional leadership. As an Episcopalian 
and, as you are well aware, from the 
State of Hawaii, I am doubly proud to 
note that Hawaii's own Bishop 
Edmond Lee Browning has recently 
been elected to be the 24th presiding 
bishop of the Episcopal Church of the 
United States. For the next 12 years, 
Bishop Browning will serve as chief 
executive officer of the 2.8-million
member church. I am confident that 
the people of all faiths and beliefs will 
applaud the selection by the house of 
bishops. 

Having experienced an unusually di
verse career, Bishop Browning has 
been able to observe much of the 

world's cruelty and discourtesies along 
with its warmth and spirituality. Born 
in Corpus Christi, TX, he was educat
ed at the Episcopal-related University 
of the South and the School of Theol
ogy in Tennessee, graduating in 1955. 
He received his ordination to the 
priesthood in 1955 in his birthplace of 
Corpus Christi. Three years later he 
served as a missionary in Okinawa, 
where he became first missionary 
bishop in 1968. In 1971, he was ap
pointed bishop in charge of American 
Episcopal Churches in Europe, serving 
mostly military bases. He spent much 
time there counseling Vietnam-era 
draft resisters and deserters. Following 
his 3-year term, Bishop Browning 
served the national and world mission 
of the Episcopal Church in New York. 
Serving as its executive until 1976, he 
gained high national visibility. Since 
then, he has been serving the 10,000 
Episcopalians of the 50th State. 

Bishop Browning has stated that the 
diocese of Hawaii and his 9 years as its 
bishop has been very meaningful for 
him and his family. It was during this 
time, he said, that he experienced tre
mendous personal growth, as he 
gained an appreciation of the rich 
qualities of the diverse cultures repre
sented in Hawaii and a better under
standing of the diversity of the human 
family. The bishop has also noted that 
the 9 years spent in the Aloha State 
gave him a chance to put his personal 
priorities together because the island
ers set their priorities in terms of the 
time spent on work, leisure, and with 
their families. 

Through his travels, Bishop Brown
ing has seen both the good and the 
bad of life's situations. He has experi
enced everything from living on warm, 
friendly islands, to the cruelty of 
South Africa's racism. In the process, 
Bishop Browning has become a hu
manitarian in the finest sense of the 
word. By responding theologically and 
Biblically, he will address such issues 
as the nuclear arms race, racism, pov
erty, and hunger from the vantage 
point of religious faith. As a member 
of his diocese, I am highly optimistic 
about the future of the Episcopal 
Church in America with Bishop 
Browning at its helm. 

Mr. President, at the installation of 
the next presiding bishop of the Epis
copal Church on January 11, 1986, at 
the National Cathedral here in Metro
politan Washington, the people of 
Hawaii and the Episcopal Church will 
stand proud. Hawaii will not be losing 
a bishop, but will instead be providing 
the Nation an opportunity to experi
ence the warmth, openness, and spir
ituality that Bishop Browning shared 
with the people of the Aloha State for 
nearly a decade. 

By these remarks I extend my heart
iest congratulations to Bishop Edmond 
Lee Browning and wish him Godspeed 



30270 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE November 1, 1985 
in the accomplishment of his most 
challenging mission. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

understand the Democratic side has 
now cleared the conference report. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
AUTHORIZATION 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask that the Chair lay before the 
Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives on S. 1042. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid 
before the Senate the following mes
sage from the House of Representa
tives. 

Resolved, That the House insist upon its 
amendment to the bill CS. 1042> entitled "An 
Act to authorize certain construction at 
military installations for fiscal year 1986, 
and for other purposes'', and ask a confer
ence with the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon. 

Ordered, That Mr. Aspin, Mr. Dellums, 
Mr. Montgomery, Mr. Hutto, Mr. Leath of 
Texas, Mr. Dickinson, Mr. Whitehurst, and 
Mr. Kramer be the managers of the confer
ence on the part of the House. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate insist upon its 
amendments, agree to conference with 
the House on S. 1042, the fiscal year 
1986 military construction authoriza
tion bill, and that the Chair be author
ized to appoint conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to and the 
Presiding Officer [Mr. DURENBERGER] 
appointed Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
WARNER, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. EAST, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. STENNIS, and Mr. HART 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

TRADE 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 

compliment the Senator from South 
Carolina on his remarks a moment ago 
on the question of trade. The statistics 
he cited are enlightening to me and 
should be alarming to everyone. 

Anyone who picked up the paper 
this morning saw that in September 
the United States experienced the big
gest trade deficit in the history of the 
world by any country. 

I have said many times that I find 
myself in an uncomfortable position in 
championing the limitation of imports 
from any country of any product. I do 
so for textiles and shoes only because I 
know that we cannot go on allowing 
imports into this country to increase 
at an exponential rate. 

Who is going to pay for the $150 bil
lion trade deficit we are accumulating 
this year, a trade deficit that is head
ing for $180 billion in 1986? Who is 
going to pay off that debt? 

Senators in this body have talked for 
the last several years about nations 
such as Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, and 

other Third World nations and the 
staggering debt that they owe. 

Now for the first time in 70 years, 
the United States itself is a debtor 
nation; that is, we owe other countries 
more than they owe us. At the present 
trend, by 1990 we will be sending $100 
billion overseas a year just to pay in
terest on what we owe to other na
tions. 

This debt has nothing to do with the 
national budget deficit which we have 
been debating here all year. That 
trade debt is an entirely different 
item. I am talking about $100 billion of 
cash outflow a year from the United 
States to other countries to pay for 
these enormous trade deficits we are 
running. 

I think, in a sense, the President is 
dancing with a gorilla. You know that 
old story: "You don't quit when you 
want to; you quit when the gorilla 
wants to." 

But here is where we are in a catch-
22 position. If we limit imports, we 
also limit the amount of money that 
people who are selling us products can 
invest in this country. Right now we 
are running $200 billion budget defi
cits. How are we financing these $200 
billion deficits? To a large extent we're 
financing it with foreign funds. 

Five years ago, President Reagan 
said, "It is impossible to finance a $50 
billion budget deficit without interest 
rates going through the roof." And 5 
years later a $50 billion deficit would 
look to us like the greatest thing since 
night baseball. 

I will tell you how we are financing 
our budget deficits. We are financing 
half of it, or $100 billion, with the 
money we are paying these countries 
for what they are exporting to us. 
They are sending their goods and 
money here and investing in the 
United States. 

I have this sneaking suspicion that 
somebody is whispering in the Presi
dent's ear: 

"Mr. President, if you stop imports, 
you are going to limit the amount of 
money foreign investors will invest in 
Government securities to help us in fi
nancing the debt. And if you do that, 
two things are going to happen. No. 1, 
inflation is going to return, because it 
is imports that are keeping the price 
of goods down in this country. And, 
No. 2, since they are not going to be 
investing in Government securities to 
help us finance our debt, you are going 
to have to call Paul Volcker over at 
the Federal Reserve Bank and say, 
'Mr. Chairman, start the presses and 
start printing money and don't quit 
until I call you.' " 

What does that mean? Well, ask 
somebody who was alive in Germany 
in 1921 when it took a wheelbarrow 
full of money to buy a loaf of bread. 
And that means you get inflation an
other way, not because you have limit
ed the importation of cheap goods, but 

because you are printing money. 
When you do that, money becomes 
cheaper and that rekindles inflation. 

So, as I say, the President is riding a 
tiger and he finds it very difficult to 
get off. But it is the same problem, 
whether it is the trade deficit or it is 
the national deficit, we have to start 
dealing with it. 

I get a lot of mail saying, "Senator, 
you know that protectionism is not 
the answer." So-called protectionism is 
not the answer, but what I am talking 
about on textiles and shoes is not pro
tectionism. 

In the textile and shoe import legis
lation we are considering, no nation is 
going to be badly hurt. On shoe im
ports under that legislation, we roll 
back imports to where they were a 
year ago, to about 65 percent of the 
U.S. market. Today, at this moment, 
about 80 percent of all the shoes sold 
in this country are imports. 

I cannot believe that Taiwan, Korea, 
and Hong Kong are going to sink if we 
roll back the number of shoes they 
can export to this country to where 
they were a year ago. I doubt seriously 
that they would have to close any shoe 
plants, as we have done. Four plants 
have closed in my State already this 
year. We lost 2,100 textile jobs in Ar
kansas in 1 day earlier this year. 

The other day Reynolds Aluminum 
and Alcoa, two of the biggest employ
ers in my State, virtually shut down; 
950 of the highest paying jobs in my 
State. Why? Because they cannot com
pete with $2 an hour wages. Why have 
we lost all the shoe plants? Because 
they cannot compete with low foreign 
wages. 

Critics of this legislation say, "Well, 
they will retaliate." Will they? Do you 
think Japan or Korea or Taiwan or 
any of the other countries that enjoy 
our open market are going to retali
ate? Are they going to shoot their best 
friend, their best customer? They're 
running the trade surpluses; we aren't. 

Well, of course, they are not going to 
retaliate. They are going to do two 
things: They are going to live with our 
trade restriction, and they are going to 
open their markets up to our products. 

Now all of this, Mr. President, does 
not give us the luxury of not dealing 
with our budget deficits, because our 
deficits are keyed to the high dollar 
and the high dollar is the thing that 
keeps us from being competitive in 
international trade. 

One of my sons went to school in 
Germany for a couple of years and 
then the mark was worth 75 cents. 
And we were shipping an awful lot of 
merchandise to Germany then. Today, 
the mark is worth about 30 cents and 
we are shipping virtually nothing to 
Germany. Germany is shipping every
thing here. 

So I just want to say, this problem is 
not going to be solved by the President 
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acting as though it does not exist. It is 
not going to be solved by the President 
repudiating every recommendation the 
International Trade Commission sends 
to him. 

The industrial base of this Nation is 
being eroded and we are now to the 
point where there is not one single 
item manufactured in this country 
that is not threatened by imports. 

The Commerce Department had the 
temerity to tell a furniture manufac
turer in my State that it ought to con
sider going offshore and enjoying the 
fruits of cheap labor. What kind of a 
country is this when that kind of 
advice comes out of the U.S. Com
merce Department? 

I do not like the idea of Congress, on 
an ad hoc basis, passing legislation 
today on textiles, tomorrow on shoes, 
the next day on aluminum, the next 
day on timber, and the next day on 
steel. Trade policy ought not to be set 
that way. But the President has left 
this body with no alternative. 

THE INVESTIGATION CONCERN
ING THE SOVIET DEFECTION 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I saw 

in the paper this morning where At
torney General Meese has called for 
an investigation of the problem of the 
defecting Soviet sailor off a Soviet 
cargo ship in New Orleans. But if I am 
reading the paper correctly, this is a 
post mortem investigation. Here you 
have a sailor who jumps ship, who was 
carried, kicking and screaming, back 
onto a boat to the ship, and then who 
jumps overboard a second time and 
tries to reach shore, only to be col
lared again and taken back and put on 
board ship. Then, without the Ameri
can people being told anything about 
what he said, what the true facts were, 
he is forced back on the Soviet ship, 
which is going to be leaving within 24 
to 48 hours. 

I do not think it is satisfactory to 
tell the American people we are going 
to investigate this after the ship has 
left. That is one of the most pathetic 
responses to occur in this country in a 
long time. I would not like to think 
that one person is being sacrificed on 
behalf of the upcoming summit. I am 
hopeful and optimistic about the 
summit and I hope it succeeds. 

But you cannot convince me that 
when somebody jumps overboard and 
swims to shore that he is not wanting 
to defect. And not one single newspa
per account that I have seen says any
thing except the administration is rea
sonably satisfied that this sailor did 
not want to defect. 

I can tell you as a former trial 
lawyer that I would certainly hate to 
try to convince a jury of that proposi
tion. The time to investigate what is 
going on there and whether or not this 
sailor actually wanted to seek asylum 

ought not be made 2 days after that 
ship leaves. It ought to be made now. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, after 

conferring with the Democratic leader, 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate now go into executive session 
to consider the following nominations 
on the Executive Calendar: Calendar 
items No. 371, Charles A. Trabandt; 
No. 498, C. Everett Koop; No. 499, 
C.M. Naeve; No. 501, Edward R. 
Korman; No. 502, Robert E. Cowen; 
No. 503, William J. Zloch; and No. 504, 
Jane R. Roth. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of ex
ecutive business. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President I ask 
unanimous consent that the nomina
tions identified be considered en bloc 
and confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there is 
no objection to the nominees who 
have been named by the distinguished 
assistant Republican leader. There is 
no objection on this side also to con
sidering the nominations en bloc and 
to confirming them on bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations are considered en 
bloc and confirmed en bloc. 

The nominations considered and 
confirmed en bloc are as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Charles A. Trabandt, of Virginia, to be a 
member of the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission. 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

C. Everett Koop, of Pennsylvania, to be 
Surgeon General of the Public Health Serv
ice. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

C. M. Naeve, of Virginia, to be a member 
of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commis
sion. 

THE JUDICIARY 

Edward R. Korman, of New York, to be 
U.S. district Judge for the eastern district of 
New York. 

Robert E. Cowen, of New Jersey, to be 
U.S. district Judge for the district of New 
Jersey. 

William J. Zloch, of Florida, to be U.S. dis
trict Judge for the Southern District of Flor
ida. 

Jane R. Roth, of Delaware, to be United 
States District Judge for the District of 
Delaware. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the nominations 
were considered and confirmed. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the President 
be immediately notified that the 
Senate has given its consent to those 
nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

CONFIRMATION OF CHARLES A. TRABANDT AND 
CLIFFORD M. NAEVE 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to bring before the Senate the 
nominations of Charles A. Trabandt 
and Clifford M. Naeve to be members 
of the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission. 

On July 29, 1985, the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources held a 
hearing on Mr. Trabandt's nomina
tion. On July 30, 1985, the committee 
ordered the nomination favorably re
ported by a vote of 17 yeas, 1 nay. 

Mr. President, Mr. Trabandt brings 
to the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission a solid background in 
Federal energy and natural resource 
policy and a lengthy career in public 
service. His legal and technical train
ing began in the early 1960's at the 
Naval Academy, after which he served 
as an officer in the U.S. Navy Subma
rine Force in the Atlantic and Pacific 
Fleets and as an intelligence and oper
ations officer in the Directorate of Sci
ence and Technology at the Central 
Intelligence Agency. 

Mr. Trabandt's subsequent experi
ence in energy matters includes 10 
years as a congressional staff member, 
beginning as a committee staff counsel 
in the House of Representatives and 
ending in the Senate where he served 
as chief counsel to the Senate Energy 
and Natural Resources Committee 
from 1981 to 1984. Mr. Trabandt left 
the committee to join the Department 
of the Interior as Executive Assistant 
to Secretary William P. Clark. He is 
currently counselor to the controller 
at that Department. 

Mr. Trabandt has fully complied 
with the committee's rules requiring 
submittal of a financial disclosure 
report and a detailed information 
statement. His experience and compre
hensive knowledge of energy issues, 
and his commitment to public service, 
qualify him to be a member of the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commis
sion. 

Mr. President, on October 31 the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources, by a vote of 18 to 0, reported 
the nomination of Clifford M. Naeve 
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to be a member of the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission for a term ex
piring October 20, 1989. Mr. Naeve's 
nomination hearing was held on Octo
ber 24. He has fully complied with the 
committee's rules requiring submittal 
of a financial disclosure report and a 
detailed information statement. 

Mr. Naeve holds a bachelor of sci
ence degree in mechanical engineering 
from the University of Texas, a mas
ters degree in public affairs from the 
L.B.J. School of Public Affairs at the 
University of Texas, and a J.D. degree 
from George Washington University. 

Since June of last year, Mr. Naeve 
has been a practicing attorney with 
the firm of Skadden Arps in Washing
ton, DC. From 1982 to 1984 he was 
vice president of Mid-Continent Oil 
and Gas Association, and from 1980 to 
1982 he was the Washington repre
sentative from Aminoil, U.S.A. Mr. 
Naeve was employed on the Senate 
staff for 3 years, first as a professional 
staff member on the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works from 
1977 to 1978, and then as legislative di
rector for Senator LLOYD BENTSEN 
from 1978 to 1980. 

From this background and experi
ence in the energy field, Mr. Naeve 
has gained extensive knowledge of the 
oil and gas industry and the intricacies 
of natural gas regulation. He is clearly 
well qualified to be a member of the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commis
sion. 

I would also note that during his 
confirmation hearing, Mr. Naeve dis
played his understandings of the im
portance of balanced decisionmaking 
as a part of the regulatory process. He 
stated: 

Although my representation of energy 
companies has made me familiar with their 
problems and concerns, it has not made me 
callous to the needs of consumers or the 
problems of the less fortunate. As a FERC 
Commissioner, I will always be mindful of 
my responsibility to energy consumers. 

I will also be sensitive to the important 
environmental issues which arise in connec
tion with energy development projects. As a 
former staff assistant to the Senate Envi
ronment and Public Works Committee, I 
have a broad understanding of the major 
federal statutes in this area. I intend to 
insure that the Commission complies with 
both the letter and the spirit of these stat
utes. 

Mr. Naeve's nomination comes at a 
time of major change in natural gas 
regulation. The entire natural gas in
dustry is facing the effects of in
creased competition in the market
place, and the Commission is now in 
the process of deciding how the regu
latory process should be changed in 
order to accommodate and take advan
tage of that competition. Important 
decisions are being made by the Com
mission at a fast-moving pace. Mr. 
Naeve's background and experience in 
the natural gas industry will enable 
him to begin contributing to the Com-

mission's work immediately upon his 
confirmation. 

Mr. President, I would like to return 
to a particular issue I raised 2 weeks 
ago when the nomination of another 
FERC commissioner, Anthony G. 
Sousa, was pending before the Senate. 
I expressed my opinion that a Com
missioner's vote on a matter pending 
before the Commission would be of 
doubtful legality if the commissioner 
had not been a member of the Com
mission during the period when hear
ings had been held on that particular 
matter. I have since been advised that 
there are well-established precedents 
in the case law pertaining to a newly 
appointed commissioner's ability to 
act on pending matters. It is my un
derstanding that a new commissioner 
may vote on a pending case even after 
the record has closed. There is a pre
sumption that a new commissioner's 
vote is based upon the record available 
to him even though it was completed 
before his appointment. I am also ad
vised that administrative agencies, in
cluding the Federal Energy Regula
tory Commission, have routinely al
lowed new members to participate in 
cases after the close of the record. 

Mr. President, having clarified that 
point, I am pleased to recommend, on 
behalf of the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources, that the 
Senate approve the nominations of 
Charles A. Trabandt and Clifford M. 
Naeve to be members of the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, it 
gives me great pleasure today to urge 
my colleagues to support a very fine, 
capable, and highly principled man 
whom the President has nominated to 
be a commissioner on the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, Clif
ford Milo <Mike> Naeve. I have had 
the pleasure of knowing Mike like no 
other Member of the Senate. He 
served as a staff member of mine from 
May 1977 until June 1980. 

During his tenure within my office, 
Mike performed to the highest stand
ards which I expected. He is a man of 
keen intellect and vast experience in 
the energy area, which will enable him 
to serve our country well. More than 
anything, I found Mike to be f airmind
ed, willing to look at all sides of an 
issue, and an individual of high integ
rity. Those characteristics will enable 
him to perform well in this position. 

Mike's educational and professional 
background also suit him well to serve 
on the Commission. He graduated No. 
1 in his class at George Washington 
University Law School, which he at
tended while working full time. He 
also has a master of public affairs 
from the L.B.J. School of Public Af
fairs, and a bachelor of science in me
chanical engineering from the Univer
sity of Texas. Mike is currently an at
torney with the Washington office of 
Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & 

Flom. He also has served as the vice 
president of Mid-Continent Oil & Gas 
Association. 

Mr. President, I can think of no one 
who is better qualified, more highly 
motivated, and thoroughly familiar 
with the task before him than Mike 
Naeve. It is my distinct pleasure to en
dorse his nomination and recommend 
him to my colleagues as a commission
er of the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission. 

CONFIRMATION OF ROBERT E. COWEN 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I rise to support the confirmation of 
Robert E. Cowen, a magistrate of the 
U.S. District Court for the District of 
New Jersey, to be a judge of that 
court. 

Magistrate Cowen is a skilled and ex
perienced lawyer, a dedicated public 
servant, and a respected and fairmind
ed member of the judiciary. He was 
engaged in the private practice of law 
for 10 years in New Jersey. He then 
served as an assistant county prosecu
tor, and as a deputy attorney general. 
He directed legal ethics and judicial 
administration in the administrative 
office of the courts in New Jersey. 
Since 1978, he has served as a U.S. 
magistrate. 

The Senate is considering a nominee 
who enjoys a high reputation among 
the practicing bar in New Jersey. He is 
known to be hard working, studious, 
and dedicated. The bar finds him fair
minded and even tempered. 

He would be a most welcome addi
tion to the ranks of the district court 
judges in New Jersey. Some 518 new 
cases were filed last year for each 
judge in the district, the largest 
volume per judge of any district in the 
third circuit. 

The appointment of someone who 
would bring to the bench such solid 
experience in the conduct of trials and 
proceedings would surely assist in en
hancing the efficient administration 
of justice in our State. The appoint
ment of someone who would bring to 
the bench a reputation for fairness, 
and a reputation for solid scholarship, 
would also enhance the quality of jus
tice, and the public's respect for the 
judicial system. 

I support the nomination of Robert 
E. Cowen and urge my colleagues to 
confirm him. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, it has 
been my privilege to come to know 
Jane R. Roth in my time here. She is 
the delightful wife of our colleague, 
Senator BILL ROTH. She is an extraor
dinarily capable woman and a noted 
lawyer. Now, I am sure she will be a 
noted jurist. I am very proud to know 
her. She is an intelligent and spirited 
lady and will serve this country with 
great distinction. I want to share that. 
There literally could not have been a 
finer or sounder choice. 
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CONFIRMATION OF JANE ROTH 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to rise in support of the con
firmation of Jane Roth to be U.S. dis
trict judge for the district of Dela
ware. The President's selection of her 
for this post can be described as noth
ing short of outstanding. 

Jane Roth's legal career has been 
long and distinguished. After traveling 
extensively as an employee of the 
State Department, Jane entered Har
vard Law School in 1962 where she 
was a classmate of my wife, Elizabeth. 
Three years later, she graduated 
magna cum laude and joined the 
highly reputable law firm of Richards, 
Layton, and Finger. She has engaged 
in an extremely successful law practice 
since that time, serving as a senior 
partner of her firm since 1973. But she 
has also taken time out from the de
mands of her legal career to devote to 
public service for those stricken by ar
thritis-work for which she has been 
twice honored. 

Jane is the first wife of a Senator to 
become a Federal judge-a point 
which has raised the eyebrows of a 
few. But in light of her strong creden
tials and extensive experience as a 
practicing attorney, I would say that if 
anything, her appointment is overdue. 
It should be noted that her nomina
tion had the strong support of the 
Delaware Bar Association. In fact, the 
president of the State bar personally 
testified in her behalf. The nomina
tion was also endorsed through a bi
partisan resolution in the Delaware 
General Assembly. 

Jane is the 23d woman to be ap
pointed to the Federal bench by Presi
dent Reagan. I was pleased to recently 
learn that Deanell Tacha, a distin
guished law professor at the Universi
ty of Kansas, may soon become the 
24th woman to be appointed since 
President Reagan has decided to nomi
nate her to the 10th circuit. These ap
pointments demonstrate that the 
Reagan administration has been vigor
ously seeking out women candidates 
for the Federal bar and doing so with 
success. 

My heartfelt congratulations to Jane 
Roth on her confirmation. I know she 
will serve with distinction. 

NOMINATION OF ROBERT E. COWEN FEDERAL 
DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that the Senate will today con
firm a qualified New Jerseyan who has 
been nominated to fill a vacancy on 
the Federal District Court for New 
Jersey. Robert E. Cowen currently 
serves as U.S. Magistrate for the dis
trict of New Jersey, a post he has held 
since 1978. 

In his present capacity Judge Cowen 
has been praised by members of the 
bar and our Federal district judges fo. 
his diligence, dedication and legal 
knowledge. He has done a remarkable 
job of forging settlements among dis-

putants and has done so in a way that 
has earned him the respect of all who 
know him. At a time when our federal 
judiciary in general, and the New 
Jersey district in particular, are suffer
ing from an explosion of cases, these 
talents are sorely needed. 

In addition Judge Cowen brings a 
breadth of experience that will be in
valuable to our district court. He was 
asked to set up and head the Office of 
Ethics and Professional Responsibility 
for the New Jersey Supreme Court. 
His 5-year tenure as head of this office 
brought a new standard of excellence 
for the judiciary and lawyers subject 
to the commission's jurisdiction. He 
has demonstrated his deep concern for 
the need to require the highest ethical 
standards for those involved in the en
forcement of justice. 

Judge Cowen served as a deputy at
torney general in New Jersey and as 
an assistant county prosecutor in 
Essex County where he gained valua
ble experience prosecuting criminal 
law violations. In his private practice 
before that, he gained considerable ex
perience in civil law matters. Extensive 
litigation experience, combined with 
his tenure as U.S. Magistrate make 
him exceptionally well qualified to sit 
on the Federal district court. 

I am confident that Judge Cowen 
will provide New Jersey with excellent 
judicial service. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate resume legisla
tive session. 

The motion was agreed to and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of 
legislative business. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, it 

is my intention shortly-not right 
away; there will be a quorum call 
first-it is my intention shortly to call 
up the debt ceiling extension that the 
House has sent us; to move to adopt 
two amendments, one of which is tech
nical and the other is the Boren 
amendment on the minimum tax; to 
adopt the conference report, and then 
to strip out of it the main provision 
that the House passed on the $161 bil
lion debt ceiling and threw in every 
thing that could possibly be seques
tered, to strike out and to move to sub
stitute a package reasonably similar-I 

do want to say very similar, but rea
sonably similar-to the package that 
passed the Senate earlier. There are 
some differences, and those will be ex
plained when we start on the confer
ence report. 

Mr. President, it would be my hope 
that we could pass this tonight. I 
would hope we would not be subject to 
extensive debate. The changes are not 
complicated. There may be people in 
disagreement. The changes are not 
complex. 

If we can get this measure back to 
the House tonight and the House can 
act on it-the House is still there-we 
can prevent any disinvestment of the 
Social Security Trust Fund. That is if 
the Senate will act. 

If we wait until Saturday, Sunday, 
or Monday to act, it appears that 
there will be disinvestment of the 
trust fund and bonds will be sold to 
pay Social Security claims. But I hope 
it is not the Senate that holds up this 
process. If we send it to the House, 
they still may not adopt it. I hope it 
will not be the Senate that holds up 
this measure, so that at least we can 
say that we were not responsible for 
the disinvestment of the trust funds. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 

distinguished Senator yield? 
Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this 

should be a live quorum. We are 
taking up a very important matter 
here. We should not vote on it with 
our eyes closed. 

I, too, hope we can take action this 
evening, especially on the short-term 
extension, which would give us time to 
give more careful consideration to the 
other package. But I must say that we 
want a live quorum. I want Senators to 
know what is in this package. I will 
vote on it, and I want to know what I 
am voting on. I hope we will act ac
cordingly. 

So I suggest that this be a live 
quorum. I will object to calling it off 
until then. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered 
to their names: 

Boschwitz 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chiles 

[Quorum No. 20 Leg.] 
Durenberger 
Evans 
Exon 
Gorton 

Grassley 
Long 
Packwood 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 
quorum is not present. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Sergeant at Arms be in
structed to request the attendance of 
absent Senators. 



30274 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE November 1, 1985 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Oregon <Mr. 
PACKWOOD) to instruct the Sergeant at 
Arms to request the attendance of 
absent Senators. 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

Senator from North Dakota [Mr. AN
DREWS], the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
HATFIELD], the Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. MURKOWSKI], and the Senator 
from Wyoming CMr. WALLOP] are nec
essarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Montana CMr. 
BAucus], the Senator from Texas CMr. 
BENTSEN], the Senator from Delaware 
CMr. BIDEN], the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. DECONCINI], the Senator from 
Connecticut CMr. DODD], the Senator 
from Louisiana CMr. JOHNSTON], and 
the Senator from Michigan CMr. 
LEvIN] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 85, 
nays 3, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 277 Leg.] 
YEAS-85 

Abdnor Gorton Mitchell 
Armstrong Gramm Moynihan 
Bingaman Grassley Nickles 
Boren Harkin Nunn 
Boschwitz Hart Packwood 
Bradley Hatch Pell 
Bumpers Hawkins Pressler 
Burdick Hecht Proxmire 
Byrd Heflin Pryor 
Chafee Heinz Riegle 
Chiles Helms Rockefeller 
Cochran Hollings Roth 
Cohen Humphrey Rudman 
Cranston Inouye Sar banes 
D'Amato Kassebaum Sasser 
Danforth Kasten Simon 
Denton Kerry Simpson 
Dixon Lau ten berg Specter 
Dole Laxalt Stafford 
Domenic! Leahy Stennis 
Duren berger Long Stevens 
Eagleton Lugar Symms 
East Mathias Thurmond 
Evans Matsunaga Trible 
Exon Mattingly Warner 
Ford McClure Wilson 
Garn McConnell Zorinsky 
Glenn Melcher 
Gore Metzenbaum 

NAYS-3 
Goldwater Quayle Weicker 

NOT VOTING-12 
Andrews DeConcini Kennedy 
Baucus Dodd Levin 
Bentsen Hatfield Murkowski 
Biden Johnston Wallop 

So the motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With 
the addition of Senators voting who 
did not anwswer the quorum call, a 
quorum is now present. 

DEBT CEILING EXTENSION 
Mr. PACKWOOD addresed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Oregon. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, as 

I indicated earlier, we are going to be 
on the extension of the debt ceiling to
night. I would like to be able to send it 
back to the House tonight in the 
hopes that they might still be in ses
sion and adopt it. The debt ceiling ex
tension that we will consider here is 
similar, although not identical, to the 
debt ceiling extension that we passed 
with the Gramm-Rudman amendment 
in it a short time ago. 

There has been some modification 
and some clarification. It is much 
easier now to tell whether the provi
sions are in category I or category II. 
Senator CHILES and Senator LEVIN 
have caught two-I do not want to say 
errors in the bill, but obvious ques
tions-questions which we have reme
died, one relating to the severability 
provisions, and then another relating 
to the existing contracts as to whether 
or not they can be sequestered. In 
both cases, their amendments are good 
amendments. They have been added to 
the bill. 

We have changed slightly the provi
sion as to how you estimate your eco
nomic figures before sequestration 
takes forth. 

As you will recall, we had in the bill 
a combination procedure involving the 
Congressional Budget Office and the 
Office of Management and Budget. 
They each took their figures, com
pared their figures, and it was not 
quite an average. Roughly, you figured 
out the difference between the two, 
and that became the basis for your 
economic projections. 

There was some question as to its 
constitutionality, an argument being 
from the House Members-they have 
a letter from Lawrence Tribe, a good 
constitutional scholar at Harvard, that 
is based upon Buckley versus Valeo in 
the Federal Election Commission in 
the appointment of executive officers 
to do executive duties-that the use of 
the Congressional Budget Office as it 
was then put forth in our bill was un
constitutional, and the Democrats 
make that claim in conference. 

I might add as an aside, I was in
trigued with their offer that they 
passed in the House considering the 
fact that they had raised the issue of 
constitutionality. What they have sent 
back to us is a provision that the Con
gressional Budget Office, all by itself, 
and not in consultation with OMB, 
shall determine the figures upon 
which the President must act. I 

thought if ours might have been un
constitutional because it compelled 
CBO and OMB-and they raised the 
issue of constitutionality on that, now 
they send us back one that has only 
the Congressional Budget Office by 
itself setting out the figures ordering 
the President to act-theirs is clearly 
unconstitutional. 

Then, we have the normal constitu
tional provisions of severability. If one 
part is found to be unconstitutional, 
the rest stands. Theirs is not sever
able. If one part of the whole process 
is found to be unconstitutional, it all 
falls. They have given us a provision 
that they think is obviously unconsti
tutional. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. LONG. Is the Senator aware of 
any severability clause that any legis
lative body has adopted that says if 
any part is wrong, the whole thing is 
wrong? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. No; that is the 
first time I have ever seen that provi
sion in it. So we added a provision in 
ours over here tonight that says CBO, 
OMB, and in the GAO-which indeed 
is an executive agency-has to certify 
the results of the CBO and the OMB. 

We think that cures the allegation 
of unconstitutionality. But if it does 
not, we have an alternative procedure. 
We say if it first strikes that down, the 
alternative procedure is, figures will be 
expanded by a joint resolution of Con
gress. The President has to sign that. 
No one argues that is unconstitutional. 
That clearly is OK. That will be an al
ternative procedure, if the court were 
to consider our trigger and find that 
unconstitutional. 

There are expedited judicial reviews 
for anybody who wants to bring suit, 
the Congress notwithstanding, and I 
have to comment on a particular pro
vision of the Senator from Michigan 
that I thought was really ingenious as 
to what he found was wrong with the 
bill. 

You know the argument that has 
been raised about the President has a 
constitutional right if he chooses not 
to sequester defense, even though the 
law says he has to. His right as Com
mander in Chief overrides that. If he 
does not want to sequester defense, he 
does not have to. Most of us thought 
that particular statement coming from 
one of the Cabinet did not portray 
what we thought to be an accurate de
scription of the law. 

We thought probably the law would 
constitutionally agree that it is man
datory that he must sequester, and 
that he sequester across the board. He 
cannot use the defense of Commander 
in Chief not to sequester defense. 

The Senator from Michigan came up 
with what I thought was a very good 
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amendment. This is what he said-the 
normal opposite of severability. He 
said if the President exercises that 
claim, and he does not sequester de
fense, but he sequesters domestic 
spending-and that goes to court and 
the court holds that the President was 
right-he does have a constitutional 
right not to sequester defense. Then 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Michigan says, in that case, the Presi
dent's right to sequester domestic 
spending falls because it was very 
clearly the intent of this body to have 
the act fall as evenly as possible when 
there is a sequester overall. 

We exempted Social Security. No 
one is arguing about that. We all know 
why we exempted Social Security. We 
clearly exempt interest on the debt. It 
is a contract. You have to pay it. You 
cannot sequester that. There is, for 
those who want to see it, a long list of 
other items that are exempt. No one 
argues about that-neither Republi
can, Democrat, liberal, nor conserva
tive. They are basically insurance 
funds-the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation and other funds of that 
nature, where money is being received 
to pay out claims. There is quite a list. 
But the controversial exempt one was 
Social Security. That is exempted. 

So that is taken care of. Medicare, 
there is a difference of opinion on this 
floor as to what category it was in. I 
will go through again the categories. 
First, the exempt category, you cannot 
touch it, period. No. Then you have 
what we call category I. Those were 
basically COLA programs. We said if 
there is a sequestration on the COLA 
programs, you could sequester no 
lower than a freeze. They had a 3-per
cent increase due because of a cost-of
living adjustment, but there is a 5-per
cent sequester. You can only go down 
to 3 percent. You could not go below 
that. That is the category I programs. 
Almost all statutorial indexed pro
grams are in that category. 

Category II are what we call the con
trollables. It is almost all the other 
programs in Government. There was 
the debate as to whether Medicare was 
in category I, the COLA Program, or 
category II. As you read the debate on 
the floor, the sponsors of the bill indi
cated that they thought Medicare was 
in category II. Several Members 
thought it was in category I. As we de
bated the language, it was clear there 
was a difference of opinion. 

This particular amendment that we 
will offer puts it in category II with 
one slight exception. It is subject to a 
controllable sequester like all others, 
and all other expenses with the excep
tion of about 3 percent of Medicare 
that is statutorially indexed. That got 
us into the category I with all of the 
other statutorially indexed programs. 
That means that Medicare is seques
tered 5 percent. What you do is pay 
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out 5 percent less to doctors and 5 per
cent less to hospitals. 

Yet our feeling was that everyone 
ought to be touched evenly. 

Then there is the debate as to 
whether or not the action of the 
Senate covered existing or future con
tracts. Here the argument was about 
defense, the MX, and basically the big 
military weapons systems. 

So we adopted an amendment of the 
Senator from Florida, Senator CHILES, 
that certainly it was legal to sequester 
them. They would be subject to se
quester unless there was a penalty 
provision that would have required 
that in sequestering them the cost of 
sequestering would be not as great as a 
penalty you would pay to do it, in 
which case there would be no seques
ter. 

We thought that took care of the 
problem with existing contracts, and 
we thought we meant the penalty pro
vision to be in the year of sequester
ing. 

Initially, the administration did not 
like the Chiles amendment at all. 
They did not like it when it was of
fered. They opposed it when it was of
fered. 

Later on, after they looked at it and 
saw the penalty provision, they decid
ed they could live with it. What hap
pened was they first thought to them
selves the penalty provision does not 
apply in just the year that you seques
ter but it applies to the life of the con
tract. You know the argument on de
fense contracts. If you cut them down 
this year and spread them out it costs 
more money in the long run. There
fore, if we sequester it this year, we 
save 15 percent this year and at the 
end of 5 years it would cost you 17 per
cent more to do it. That means that 
the Government was subject to penal
ty. 

Well, they did not mean that. 
So Senator CHILES put in a provision 

curing that. If you want to know how 
it is cured, he will be happy to tell you. 

Basically how he cures that is if ex
isting contracts are sequestered and if 
the penalty in the year of sequester is 
greater than what we save, you do not 
sequester. If it is less, you do. 

Then we discovered the administra
tion thought to itself, "Wait a minute. 
As to future contracts, if we write 
them all with a penalty provision so 
severe that in the year of sequester 
the penalty would be greater than the 
savings, we can write all future con
tracts with that sequester and not 
only military contracts. We can do it 
with NIH grants and contracts. We 
can do it to all the entitlement con
tracts if we wanted to, and nothing 
would be subject to penalty." 

The amendment just says that all 
future contracts will be written sub
ject to sequestering and they cannot 
put in a provision that would escape it. 
That solves the problem on that issue. 

But the Senator from Florida still has 
other questions. He thinks Medicare 
should be in category I and he has 
some others he wants to put in catego
ry I. I think we have solved the con
tract problem. 

For the Senator from Michigan I 
think we have solved the severability 
problem. 

I have now mentioned the major dif
ferences. 

They are in Medicare, category I and 
category II, a significant difference. 
But in terms of the process, it is more 
refined, it is more explicit than what 
we passed here. But in the way the bill 
works the theme of the amendment is 
not significantly different from what 
we have. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield. 
Mr. STAFFORD. I am deeply con

cerned, I will say to my friend the 
chairman of the committee, in connec
tion with the effect of Gramm
Rudman on educational programs in 
general and on the Guaranteed Stu
dent Loan Program in particular since, 
in effect, long-range contracts are in
volved. 

A banker loans money to a student 
and the Federal Government guaran
tees the interest while he is in college, 
and then he is required after gradua
tion to pay off the debt. 

The fear is that if these contracts 
are subject to sequestering in terms of 
a contract between a borrower and a 
bank, and can be changed in the 
future. 

I am advised recently that in view of 
that fact the banks of this country 
have advised they will not participate 
in guaranteed student loans if this 
impact occurs as far as the Guaran
teed Student Loan Program is con
cerned. 

That worries me since I am chair
man of the Education Subcommittee. I 
am going to have to explain this back 
home. 
If the American banking system 

drops out, some 3 or 4 million kids will 
not have the opportunity to go to col
lege that we believe they ought to 
have. I wonder if the distinguished 
Senator can comment on that. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I can comment. 
Even though the Senator from Alaska 
was not with us, he was with us on 
most of the negotiations. The Senator 
from Texas is more familiar with that 
program than am I. I yield to him. 

Mr. GRAMM. I thank the chairman 
for yielding. We recognize the special 
problems in two types of contracts, the 
CCC contract and the guaranteed stu
dent loan contract. 

Basically, students borrow the 
money when they start in September. 
They have a contract through the 
year. They have made their plans. So 
we could not very well come in during 
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the middle of the process and cut back 
their loan. 

The same was true under CCC. The 
Senator from Oklahoma came up with 
what I thought was an ingenious solu
tion to the problem. Under CCC we 
could not have somebody negotiate a 
price and have things change in the 
middle of the process. It was not fair 
to let one grouping be covered and an
other one be cut off in the middle. 

Our solution was that contracts 
would not be interrupted. The seques
ter order would apply only once the 
contract had expired. It would apply 
for 12 months thereafter to all new 
contracts so that we did not disrupt 
the process and so that we did not 
create financial uncertainties. 

It was really due to the Senator 
from Oklahoma that we addressed 
that problem and I think dealt with it 
well. 

Let me make a point clear to the dis
tinguished chairman of the Education 
Subcommittee. 

The House made some fundamental 
changes in this bill and in the program 
they adopted. One of those fundamen
tal changes was exempting a lot of 
programs. The guaranteed student 
loans were not among those programs. 
But every program that was exempt 
means that larger reductions would be 
made in every other program that was 
part of the process. 

In fact, as best we can figure, and it 
is hard to figure because no one saw 
their bill until about 30 minutes 
before it was introduced. As best we 
can figure our sequester pot has about 
$600 billion in it. Their sequester pot 
has about $250 billion in it. So you can 
figure that somewhere between 2 and 
21/2 times larger cuts on those things 
that are in the sequester pot would be 
required under their reconciliation as 
compared to ours. 

That is especially important when 
you get to programs like guaranteed 
student loans or defense, and especial
ly as it relates to personnel. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Would the Senator 
allow me to ask one more question? 

Mr. GRAMM. I will be happy to. 
Mr. STAFFORD. This will be a brief 

question. 
Following what has been said by the 

Senator, I would understand that 
there would be no attempt to seques
ter in the first year of a student's 
entry into college, when the student 
has entered into a contract for that 
year? 

Mr. GRAMM. The distinguished 
chairman is absolutely correct. In fact, 
the language of the bill specifically 
prohibits the contract that has been 
entered into from being affected and 
requires that the sequester order come 
only at the end of that contract. 

Mr. STAFFORD. That is what I am 
coming to next. Would a contract in 
which a student is getting a guaran
teed student loan be considered to be a 

4-year contract, which is how I would vote on the issue of extension and 
consider it, rather than a 1-year con- then also go forward with the package 
tract? If not, then the student would that the chairman of the Finance 
be subject to sequester in each of the 3 Committee will present to us. That is 
succeeding years, would he not? still the order of the day. 

Mr. GRAMM. As I understand, it I wish I could tell my colleagues 
would be a 1-year contract and the stu- something more specific. It is hoped 
dent would be subject to a new set of that we certainly would not be in ses
rules based on, again, how well we per- sion tomorrow. But we feel, I think on 
formed our duties. But I want the dis- our side of the aisle and many people 
tinguished chairman to understand on that side of the aisle feel that at 12 
that a student would know in advance midnight, people have said to us there 
and the financial institutions would will be a disinvestment of Social Secu
know in advance. There would be no 
change in the rules of the game during rity funds. But not much banking is 
the period of time that a contract has done in America on Saturdays and 

. Sundays. Perhaps that would take 
been signed, but certamly the program care of itself. But I think that is the 
would be affected, as would every 
other program on budget, though the situation as I express it to my good 
impact on guaranteed student loans friend from Arkansas. 
under our sequester order would be Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, will the 
less than half of what their sequester Senator yield? 
would be because of the things they Mr. SIMPSON. Yes. 
leave out. Mr. CHILES. I just want to say to 

Mr. STAFFORD. I thank the Sena- my good friend, the assistant majority 
tor. leader, that we as yet, on our side, do 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I have a not have a copy of the latest version of 
question for the distinguished Senator the Gramm-Rudman proposal. The 
from Texas. I do not know if he is the last version we saw was 88 pages. It is 
person who would answer. Perhaps the going to take us and our staff some 
distinguished assistant majority leader time to go over that. We know it was 
who I see in the Chamber at this time worked on last night, we know it was 
might be the appropriate person to worked on this morning. We know it 
answer. was still in the legislative counsel's 

The House of Representatives, mo- office at 3 o'clock or so this afternoon. 
ments ago, passed by 207 to 194 the We need some opportunity to go over 
motion to adjourn. There is no House that. 
of Representatives on the other end of My Members are asking us what is in 
the Capitol at this time. I am wonder- it, how does it differ? We have had a 
ing what might be the thinking of the brief description from the distin
distinguished majority leader if we go guished chairman of the Committee 
into the night on this issue and at- on Finance, which was good, but there 
tempt to send something back over is no alternative to being able to look 
there and no one answers the door. at the language. we pay people a lot 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, often, on our side to do that. we would like 
we knock and there is no one there. to have them earn their money and at 
But we keep coming back like a song. least have a look over that. 

Let me say that the distinguished So, at some stage, Mr. President, I 
chairman of the committee is meeting think it would be nice if we could have 
at the present time with the majority a copy; also my description that would 
leader in order to determine the posi-
tion of the administration, I believe- go with it. Then I think we are going 
there is further discussion with the ad- . to need 45 minutes to an hour. 

I hope we would get some time 
ministration on their position. It is the before we say we are going to start on 
intention, at least it seems to the as-
. t t · ·t 1 d i i that, that we could have a chance to 

sis an maJori Y ea er w thout hav ng look at it and determine what is in it. 
had a visit with the leader within the 
last half-hour, that we are going to go Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I 
forward with our work, which is to think it would be important for the 
have the question addressed as to the Members to continue to make their in
temporary extension, the brief several quiry of the sponsors of the measure. I 
days, extension of the debt limit. have not been involved in the confer-

There has been, in my consultation ence activity. I cannot answer those 
with the minority whip, no intent to specific questions that might be 
determine how that will come out. We raised. 
are well aware that we have a sizable I can say that the majority leader 
number of our Members here to do will return to the floor very shortly 
our business. and give an expression of where we 

The House had their Members here; are. There is no intent to foreclose 
in fact, they were almost all here. gaining of knowledge as to what is in 
That vote signifies a little bit of that the amendment. Certainly, copies will 
essence. be furnished momentarily. 

It is our intent to go forward with a Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator 
vote-at least, it was my last knowl- from Texas yield for a couple of ques
edge that we would go ahead with the tions? 
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Mr. GRAMM. I would be happy to 

yield, Mr. President, if the distin
guished leader is finished. We will face 
a decision within the next couple of 
hours as to whether to substitute the 
Senate package as amended in confer
ence for the package that was adopted 
by the House. Chairman PACKWOOD 
asked me to review what was in the 
House package and I would like to do 
that very briefly if I may, although I 
shall withhold if our distinguished as
sistant leader wants. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Would the Senator 
answer a couple of specific questions 
for me? I do not want to preempt his 
discussion of this. 

He made a statement a while ago 
that the Senate version had a $600 bil
lion pot for sequestering-that is, from 
which to draw the sequestering 
funds-and that the House version 
only had $250 billion. 

Mr. GRAMM. Those are rough num
bers, but the best we can ascertain at 
this time. 

Mr. BUMPERS. That is a difference 
of $350 billion. I know they took out a 
host of programs that are generally 
for the poor, such as food stamps, I 
think Medicaid was in it, WIC, immu
nizations. 

I was wondering, what is the book on 
$350 billion? That is a big difference. 

Mr. GRAMM. Well, if I may, I shall 
begin on that point. 

The House made several substantial 
changes when they adopted their ver
sion of this bill. They exempted a 
range of programs-food stamps, sup
plemental security income, AFDC, 
child nutrition, veterans' pensions and 
compensation, community and mi
grant health centers, WIC, and com
modity supplemental food programs. 
The exempted Medicare and Medicaid. 
Since they do not have automatic in
creases, they moved them to category 
1. 

They exempted the CCC Program, 
they exempted all existing contracts, 
both military and civilian. In addition, 
they made a series of other changes. 
But before I go on to those, let me re
iterate what happens when you shrink 
the size of the pot as they have. 

For example, in the area of defense, 
by exempting all defense contracts 
from prior years and all nondefense 
contracts, obviously, the cuts that hit 
defense hit operation and mainte
nance and personnel. Whereas our se
quester order cutting $25 billion would 
produce about a 5-percent reduction, 
theirs would produce about a 10-per
cent reduction. So as best we can 
figure under their program, a $25 bil
lion sequester order, according to fig
ures provided by the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee in the 
House, could produce the elimination 
of about 600,000 military personnel. 
That is three times as large as the 
Marine Corps. 

I think it is an interesting commen
tary on the priorities of the House 
that they exempt all of these other 
programs and prior contracts but not 
veterans' health care. They exempted 
migrant health centers which serve in 
many cases, as we by these centers 
know, illegal aliens, though certainly 
American citizens are served and they 
did not exempt veterans' hospitals. 
Apparently, the House feels that mi
grant health centers are of a higher 
order of importance. These centers 
ought not to be part of dealing with 
the deficit. Veterans' hospitals which 
serve those who have fought and bled 
and died for America, and their de
pendents, are less important than all 
these other programs. 

The important thing is that by 
making the pot small and letting the 
chosen many out of the pot, they 
produce some fairly substantial re
sults. By exempting social programs 
and contracts, the House alternative 
decimates veterans' programs in terms 
of medical care if you have a big se
quester order. Let me give an example. 

With a $25 billion sequester order, 
you would have roughly a 10-percent 
cut in veterans health care expendi
tures. 

If you take that down to what is pro
vided, it could mean the potential 
layoff of 19,400 VA employees, 3,300 
nurses, and 1,200 doctors. It could 
eliminate hospital care being provided 
to 140,000 veterans and outpatient 
care for 400,000 veterans. 

In terms of the fairness issue, which 
I have talked about earlier and we de
bated on this floor, once you start 
granting special privilege to the few, 
then there is always the question 
about why somebody else was not 
given the benefits. Why are programs 
such as migrant health centers more 
important than veterans' health care 
programs? Why have some been 
chosen rather than others? And, of 
course, we decided in the Senate to the 
extend of our ability to include every
thing in the pot. 

Finally, there are several other pro
visions of the House bill that I think 
are important. As you remember, the 
first charge we heard from Chairman 
Rodino was that our bill was unconsti
tutional. The most serious constitu
tional challenge was based on the in
clusion of the Congressional Budget 
Office which of course we had done 
with OMB for balance, since that was 
not an executive agency of Govern
ment. In fact there had been a unani
mous decision by the Supreme Court 
to that effect. 

We responded to that by changing 
our language as part of the conference 
process with the House to bring in the 
General Accounting Office to certify 
the numbers of OMB and CBO and to 
provide additional procedures should 
that be struck down. But I think the 
House provision indicates an effort to 

kill the bill. While they had warned us 
about the problem with the Congres
sional Budget Office participation, 
they struck OMB's participation, and 
left only the Congressional Budget 
Office involved in the certification 
process, in clear violation of the warn
ing they had given us about constitu
tionality. Then they added the ex
traordinary provision to the bill that if 
any part of it was held to be unconsti
tutional, the whole bill would fall. 
Those in the other body who 2 weeks 
ago were saying this bill is unconstitu
tional had three arguments. The most 
serious one was the involvement of the 
Congressional Budget Office. We went 
to conference in good faith and came 
up with a provision to solve that prob
lem. When they introduced their so
called substitute on the floor today 
they included only CBO, which they 
had notified us would be clearly un
constitutional, and then they added 
the extraordinary provision that if 
any element of the bill was ruled un
constitutional, the whole bill would 
fall. 

Now, I leave it to my colleagues to 
determine how disingenuous this 
whole process was. 

Finally, an additional change that is 
included in the House bill was the 
rather extraordinary decision that 
after having adopted a budget of 
$171.9 billion, with no binding process 
involved in it whatsoever, where we 
have not met reconciliation require
ments in either House of Congress
and there is growing concern, of 
course, that that whole process is jeop
ardized-the House decided that they 
wanted to shoot for a target in the 
first year of $161.9 billion. 

Now, I remind my colleagues as we 
discussed it at great length on the 
floor of the Senate, many things have 
happened since that budget was adopt
ed in June. No. 1, some of the savings 
that the House included have turned 
out to be somewhat questionable. 
There was the $10 billion in their pro
posal for contracting in, where we 
were going to save $10 billion by 
having the Government hire more 
people and do more. There was the 
provision of taking money off budget 
and giving three-fifths of it to the 
States and lowering the deficit. We 
also had the problem that now as a 
result of a reestimate undertaken in 
August that agriculture is up by $6 bil
lion, it is clear that we are going to be 
$3 billion over in the transportation 
function and that revenues are $8 bil
lion below the level that we assumed 
by assuming a 4-percent real growth. 
So the truth is that the deficit today is 
somewhere between $190 billion and 
$200 billion. DRI, for example, an out
side private sector group that makes 
projections, projects the deficit at $201 
billion. We have had other outside 
groups project the deficit at $205 bil-
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lion. Now, I remind my colleagues that 
on this very floor at 3 o'clock in the 
morning we passed a historic deficit 
reduction package that saved $52 bil
lion. We had the requirement for rec
onciliation as part of that package 
which made those savings permanent. 
We went to conference with the House 
and in the process ended up reducing 
our mandated savings through recon
ciliation by a substantial amount. 

Now, having gone through the whole 
process, had the budget process com
pleted, had the fiscal year start, all of 
a sudden after fighting every effort 
for deficit reduction for the last 9 
months, after having killed all of our 
efforts, the House not only would like 
to make the deficit $171.9 billion, 
which we promised-all of a sudden 
they want the deficit to be $161.9 bil
lion. The only problem is they do not 
tell us how we are going to get there. 
In fact, what they have done, which 
again I think suggests some contradic
tion on their part, is that they have 
exempted social programs, they have 
exempted contracts, they have ex
empted 90 percent of the farm pro
gram, and now they have said we want 
you in the next 30 days to lower the 
deficit $40 billion. 

Now, we are not talking about pie in 
the sky, when we talk about a $40 bil
lion deficit reduction in a budget 
where revenues are growing by $70 bil
lion, remembering that this year we 
spent $40 billion of that $70 billion 
and we claimed other savings. They 
are saying, with no revenue assistance 
whatsoever, now that we have prevent
ed you from saving money substantial
ly for 9 months, we want $40 billion of 
extra savings in 30 days and we want 
you to cut across the board to get it 
except do not cut any of the programs 
that we have exempted, 

Now, finally, and I do not want to be 
critical of our colleagues in the other 
body, but I think it is very clear what 
is happening here I would like to sum 
up and take questions. No. l, they 
raised a constitutional question. We 
responded to it, and when they wrote 
their bill they wrote it in such a way 
that it would be deemed unconsti
tional, and they added a provision that 
the whole bill would be thrown out. 

No. 2, while we attempted to have an 
·across-the-board approach including 
everything in the pot, though clearly 
in trying to put together the language 
it has been a long and difficult process 
but we have it, they go through and 
exempt most of the social programs, 
clearly an effort to attract votes from 
those who want to exempt those pro
grams. They exempt contracts, maybe 
trying to attract those who are en
gaged in performing the contracts, and 
then I guess in one final effort to at
tract representatives from the rural 
areas they exempt the agriculture pro
gram. But all the time, as the pot for 
sequestering is getting smaller and 

smaller and smaller, they are saying 
we want you to cut more. We want you 
to cut $40 billion in 30 days. That $40 
billion sequester order would produce 
roughly about an 18-percent across
the-board reduction in the pot as best 
we can figure. 

Now, does anybody really believe 
that the House of Representatives 
wants to see the spending that re
mains in that pot cut by 18 percent 
across the board or 15 percent across 
the board? I submit that they do not. I 
submit that this is a political sham 
that was aimed at trying to make the 
shoe so tight that we would never get 
it on, trying to make the bill unconsti
tutional so it would be struck down if 
we ever did get it on. 

Finally, rather than setting out a 
target that would reduce the deficit 
systematically, they say that if we 
have bad times, we do not have to cut 
as much. 

Interestingly enough, we have 
always assumed good times so that we 
would not have to cut as much. But 
under their bill, you assume bad times 
so you would not have to cut as much. 
In the current rate of growth, they 
would not get to the balanced budget 
in 1990. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GRAMM. I yield first to the 
Senator from Arizona and then to the 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator 
mentioned that there are 19,000 
people in the Veterans' Administra
tion. I am wondering if there is any 
effect in the House bill in CHAMPUS. 

Mr. GRAMM. In looking at the bill, 
CHAMPUS would not be exempt, so 
there would be an effect there. 

The point I was making is what ex
traordinary results you produce when 
you exempt vast quantities of the 
budget from the process and simply 
bear down more and more on a limited 
amount of the pot. 

Interestingly enough, some of the 
most vocal spokesmen for veterans in 
the House stood up and heralded this 
bill, which exempted the COLA's on 
the pension, as a program to protect 
veterans when, in fact, with all the 
other stuff it left out, it decimates the 
veterans' health program with seques
tering. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
TRIBLE). The Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Before I ask the 
question, I simply say that anyone 
who has a fine appreciation of irony 
really should read this, as I just have. 

I say to the Senator from Texas that 
10 days ago we heard that this was un
constitutional, that it was draconian, 
that it was severe. What we have to
night is something that is more uncon
stitutional, more draconian, more 

severe, and it is going to happen right 
now. 

I ask the Senator from Texas wheth
er or not I understand this draft cor
rectly, in that all existing contracts 
are exempt. 

Mr. GRAMM. That is correct. 
Mr. RUDMAN. Which, of course, is 

totally different not only from the bill 
as passed by the Senate but also total
ly different from the bill as improved 
by the Chiles amendment. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. GRAMM. So far as I under
stand, it totally exempts contracts. It 
flies in the whole face of the Chiles 
amendment and the concerns that 
were raised on this floor about defense 
contracts being exempted. I remind 
my colleague that when you exempt 
the contract side of defense, you abso
lutely decimate the personnel side. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Am I also correct 
that essentially, whereas we had a 
long discussion on this floor to make 
sure the farm program was treated 
fairly but equally, we had treated the 
CCC Program in a way that it would 
have been reached, and it now has 
been exempted? Is that correct? 

Mr. GRAMM. The so-called Whitten 
amendment, for all practical purposes, 
exempted CCC from the process and, 
as a result, exempted 90 percent of the 
farm program from any sequester 
order whatsoever. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I have one last ques
tion, and it is derived from the discus
sion I had with the Senator from Ar
kansas [Mr. BUMPERS] during the day, 
and it relates to a question he asked 
again this evening. 

Am I correct that, talking rather 
specifically, all that is left in the pot 
under this House bill would be those 
discretionary programs that are not 
poverty programs and that part of the 
defense budget that is not contracts, 
period? 

Mr. GRAMM. Well, I cannot say it 
with that degree of specificity, but cer
tainly most of the means test pro
grams that come to mind are exempt. 

Clearly, the veterans' hospital 
system is not exempt. Clearly, general 
Government programs and economic 
infrastructure programs that the mi
nority substitute sought to protect are 
not exempt and would be decimated 
by this program. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I conclude by saying 
to the Senator from Texas that I 
thank him for yielding. 

I believe tht the Senate, on both 
sides of the aisle-and in particular 
during the conference that has gone 
on-has made a good-faith effort to 
improve the product the Senate 
passed, and I believe the Senate did 
that. I do not believe anyone ought to 
be fooled. We will judge this so-called 
House package for what it is. I hate to 
say it, but it is a sham. 
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Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. GRAMM. I yield. 
Mr. BUMPERS. I have two or three 

questions. 
If, under the House bill, all contracts 

are exempt, how much would that 
leave in the defense budget subject to 
being sequestered? 

Mr. GRAMM. I have that number 
here somewhere in this big stack. It 
would probably be better for me to 
just try to give a general ballpark 
figure. It would leave all the personnel 
accounts, all operation and mainte
nance, and those new contracts that 
we enter into in the process. It would 
certainly exempt at last $100 million 
in defense spending, probably more, 
but I will try to get that number and 
get it to the Senator. 

Mr. BUMPERS. If the figure 
exempt is $100 billion out of a roughly 
$300 billion defense budget, does that 
mean that of the $250 billion the 
House left in the pot, $200 billion 
would be defense? I am not sure of 
this, so I am really asking an honest 
question. 

Mr. GRAMM. I would say that 
somewhere between $150 and $250 
would be defense. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Out of the total pot 
of $250? 

Mr. GRAMM. Out of the total pot of 
roughly $250, as best we can figure, 
maybe $300. We are talking in that 
range-roughly one-half. We have 
always said we thought it was between 
$500 and $600. It is probably between 
$250 and $300. 

Mr. BUMPERS. The House has 
placed Medicare, as I understand it, in 
the automatic increase category, cate
gory A. Is that correct? 

Mr. GRAMM. They have. But let me 
remind the Senator that Medicare 
does not have an automatic COLA; 
and, as a result by putting it in catego
ry 1, Medicare is made exempt, and 
that is a huge program. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I think the Sena
tor's point is well taken. But I was 
wondering if we move it into category 
2, in the controllables-as I under
stood it, when Gramm-Rudman left 
here, there were roughly $8 billion 
subject to sequestration in category 1. 
Once you take that and move category 
2, it was understood that roughly half 
of category 2-that is, the controllable 
list-was defense. Is that a fair state
ment? It might not be precise, but I 
think we talked in general terms. 

Mr. GRAMM. Certainly in terms of 
the actual sequester order, the way 
our numbers have always worked out, 
including contracts, was that after you 
took out the COLA, about 50 percent 
was going to be defense. 

Mr. BUMPERS. That is right. That 
was my point. When the bill left here, 
Medicare was not in the COLA catego
ry, was it? 

Mr. GRAMM. Let me remind the 
Senator-and I do not wish to try to 
gloss over what was clearly a rough 
edge-that I felt, and many who sup
ported the bill felt, that the way it was 
written, Medicare was in category 2. 
The dispute came about a simple mis
understanding or disputed area. Medi
care does not have an automatic 
COLA. 

That COLA is granted by the Presi
dent through the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services. The Secretary at 
HHS also has the ability within a 
range to actually reduce that reim
bursement by as much as 4 percent. 

So it was always my belief and the 
belief of the two principal cosponsors 
of this bill that it was in category 2. 

It is also equally clear that there are 
many who thought that it was in cate
gory 1. 

What we have done here to clarify, 
however, is that we have put every
thing on budget that does not have an 
automatic COLA in category 2 and, 
therefore, in this version there is no 
question about the fact that Medicare, 
the part that is the payment to doc
tors and to hospitals-no person is 
denied a benefit or an eligibility-but 
the payment to doctors and hospitals 
is just like the payment to people 
under CCC, just like the payment to 
people under numerous other pro
grams, is part of the sequester process. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Let me make one 
other point. One of the things that 
has always concerned me about this 
bill and how we would treat defense 
was I had a feeling we were moving 
toward where the House came down, 
and this concerns me more about the 
House bill than anything else. If you 
remove all contracts and you wind up 
coming with the necessity of an 18 
percent, say, across-the-board cut, it is 
going to come right out of readiness 
items which the Defense Department 
has always slighted anyway. Since the 
memory of man runneth not, they 
love weapons but they do not care 
anything about readiness. And what 
we are going to be doing here-and 
this really troubles me about this
there are some things I like about the 
House bill, but we will be cutting read
iness items very dramatically if this is 
passed in its present form. 

Mr. GRAMM. If the Senator will 
yield back, let me make it clear that it 
is clear to me that the House of Rep
resentatives put together a political 
deal and the political deal was they ex
empted contracts for the people who 
were interested in defense contracts, 
they exempted agriculture for the 
rural people, and the social programs 
for the urban people, but the problem 
is the way it is now written any se
quester order would hit personnel in 
O&M twice as hard under their pro
gram as under ours. 

I want to assure the Senator from 
the point of view of any influence I 

might have that I am not going to sup
port that House language. 

I think a failure to take into account 
the contracts so severely distorts this 
whole process that it would be a disas
ter for national defense and for the 
whole process itself. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Let me just say, in 
closing, so far as my concerns are con
cerned. I voted for the Exon amend
ment when it came up originally be
cause the Exon amendment said let us 
start now if we really are serious about 
budget reductions. Let us not wait 
until 1987 and until 1986 elections are 
passed. I am up in 1986 and I do not 
have any great desire to alienate my 
constituents by cutting a lot of pro
grams that they are enjoying, but I do 
think that the deficit problem is of 
such a magnitude we do not have any 
choice unless we just pref er to contin
ue the way we have been going and do 
nothing. 

So I like that part of it. I think the 
House of Representatives has gone too 
far. Obviously, by cutting the pot and 
lowering the target it does make the 
whole thing virtually impossible. 

The only way, as I see it, that you 
could possibly meet that without just 
creating real social disaster and dislo
cation in this country would be for a 
sizable tax increase. We keep talking 
under Gramm-Rudman as though we 
must cut. In my opinion the cuts 
always under Gramm-Rudman are 
trying to reach roughly $40 billion a 
year. As W.C. Fields said, "That hain't 
a beanbag." This body has not shown 
a great amount of courage in cutting 
and that is going to be an awful lot. 

So I think if the House version were 
adopted it would literally mandate a 
combination of cuts and tax increases 
because you could not possibly meet 
the target without really creating 
more havoc than people on either side 
of this aisle are willing to undertake. 

Mr. GRAMM. If I might respond, 
and I wish to respond to this point, be
cause I think it is critically important. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Before the Senator 
does, I compliment him on the clarity 
of this explanation tonight. He gave, I 
think, a fine explanation of the differ
ence between the two bills. 

Mr. GRAMM. I thank the Senator. 
One of the early charges that was 

made against this bill I think as people 
were beginning to read it was this 
charge that nothing happened until 
after the election. I think it sent the 
House charging off to prove that they 
were as much macho cutters as we 
were. 

The problem is the bill does a lot 
before the election. With our current 
targets in the bill, it would be very dif
ficult to avoid an across-the-board cut 
within the next 4 weeks as the bill 
passed the Senate. It would be very 
difficult to avoid an across-the-board 
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cut. It would be a manageable size cut 
but it would be significant. 

The President under this bill will 
have to submit the toughest budget of 
his Presidency, saving over $45 billion 
on January 15. By April 15, we will 
have had to have adopted a budget 
with a deficit no greater. We will have 
reconciliatiuon by June 15. And then 
on October 1, a month before the elec
tion, if we did not do it right, we would 
have an across-the-board sequester 
order 30 days away from the voters. 

So whoever started this idea that we 
do not do anything before the election 
in this Senate bill simply did not un-
derstand it. · 

Second, let me say this: I do not 
think there is any doubt. The Senator 
from Arkansas is correct in believing 
that the House bill is written in such a 
way that they believe they would force 
the President to raise taxes. 

But I think it is a very dangerous 
game of chicken because if you were 
President and you were in the first 
year of a 6-year process aimed at set
ting priorities, and the first thing out 
of the chute in the first year Congress 
sent you a big whopping tax increase, 
would you sign it? 

I submit that there would be tre
mendous pressure not to do it out of 
the belief that every year for 6 years 
thereafter, if you signed the tax in
crease the first year, you would never 
get any spending restraint, and I think 
what the House of Representatives 
has done here is a combination of 
trying to out-macho us in terms of def
icit reduction, a little bit of trying to 
make the shoe so tight it will not fit, 
but finally I think if their bill were 
adopted-and I am grateful in my 
knowledge that it will not be and so 
are they-that we would have literally 
in the next 30 days a crisis in hun
dreds of Federal programs that prob
ably could not be avoided. And that is 
why when we wrote this bill we set it 
up to tighten down this first year to 
force the President to exercise these 
vetoes, to keep the deficit down, and 
then start out in January with a proc
ess that would come to fruition before 
the election. 

But the way the bill is written from 
the House of Representatives it would 
not work in that manner. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the Sena
tor. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
will the Senator withhold that a 
moment? 

Mr. GRAMM. I am happy to with
hold. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GRAMM. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I hope 
that this information might get 
through to the majority leader as well 

as the leadership on that side of the 
aisle. 

Please understand, since I am for 
the Gramm-Hollings-Rudman amend
ment, I agree with everything the Sen
ator said in his speech and I am ready 
to vote with him on the matter, as far 
as the Senator from Louisiana is con
cerned. 

But I do not believe we can settle 
this matter tonight because Mr. 
CHILES, and I assume others, want to 
see the language. They would like a 
Lttle time to analyze it, and it is cer
tainly reasonable for them to have 
enough time to study the language 
and see if it does what they are told it 
will do. 

But even if we do all that, the House 
of Representatives has still gone out. 
We do not have the power to bring the 
House back. Even the President does 
not have the power to bring the House 
back before Monday. 

So I do not see how we can resolve 
the difference between the Gramm
Rudman amendment and the House 
substitute tonight, because the House 
is not here to resolve it with us. 

It is all right with me either to vote 
on the 5-day extension or not. As far 
as I am concerned, if the leadership 
wants to vote on it, fine, we will vote 
on it. If they do not want to vote on it, 
that is all right, too. 

But I really do not see any point in 
us staying here until late hours to
night. I just do not think that we are 
going to achieve anything at all. 

We have nobody to do business with. 
It takes two to tango, and one has 
gone. 

So I hope that, after those who 
would like to express their views have 
managed to do so, we would make our 
plans to go home tonight. I do not see 
that we are going to conclude this 
issue tonight. It will be all right with 
me if we can, but it does not seem to 
be in the cards. 

I do not see much point in keeping 
Senators late on a Friday night when 
this is something that will have to be 
resolved next week. Does the Senator 
agree with that? What is his attitude 
about that? 

Mr. GRAMM. Let me say to the dis
tinguished Senator from Louisiana 
that, unfortunately, he is talking to a 
private in the army. I have no author
ity on these matters. I am Just here to 
talk about what is in this deficit pack
age. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Will the Sena
tor yield for a different but related 
question? 

Mr. GRAMM. Yes. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Could the Sena

tor confide to us what on Earth the 
House was thinking about when they 
adjourned? 

Mr. GRAMM. I think it is clear that 
the House hoped to put us in a very 
difficult position. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Surely, they did 
not attempt that. [Laughter.] 

Mr. GRAMM. By a fraudulent pro
posal and then passing a 5-day debt 
ceiling and then breaking and running 
to commingle with the traffic and the 
working people of the Nation, whom 
they tried to victimize here. I think 
their clear effort was to try to put us 
in a very difficult position. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. If the Senator 
will yield further, I, of course, have no 
way to know whether or not his suspi
cions are well founded, although they 
sound well founded, do they not? 

But I would suggest that Members 
of the House may find that tactic is 
going to backfire, because over the 
weekend somebody is liable to find out 
what is in that package they voted for. 
And I am going to guess that the 
people in the House who voted for this 
package could be mighty uncomfort
able when the truth begins to seep 
out, because it is not a very attractive 
proposition. It may have looked at
tractive politically to do so this after
noon, but I will guess by Monday 
morning when the impact of this be
comes clear, that they will begin to 
scramble around to try to change that 
position. 

Mr. GRAMM. If I might note, I 
think it is relevant to the point the 
distinguished Senator from Colorado 
made, as far as I can ascertain, only 
one person who voted for this budget 
reduction package voted to adjourn. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. GRAMM. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. While the leader
ship is maneuvering and trying to de
termine what the course of action for 
the evening is going to be, I would like 
to make a few remarks. I was not a 
member of the conference. But I cer
tainly know the intent and the intent 
here of all of us is to try to get some 
kind of farced discipline, whereby we 
would then have a known target to 
shoot at with respect to reducing these 
deficits in an orderly and realistic 
fashion. 

We tried the other way. You know it 
and I know it. I have tried for 5 years 
to have a budget freeze adopted. I 
started off again at the beginning of 
this year with revenues, plus a freeze 
across the board. We would have held 
back on COLA's and everything else. 

But, having tried that, yes, we now 
have a precedure that gets into the 
complexities of the Federal Govern
ment, which is somewhat different 
than our State government, but in a 
similar way get a certificate from the 
Comptroller that the expenditures 
were within the revenues and, if not, 
you would cut, sequester, whatever, in 
an even fashion across the board. 

Now, the Senate did a masterful job. 
There have been some improvements. 
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The distinguished Senator from 
Oregon has pointed them out in a very 
cogent fashion. 

But, it is quite obvious to me that 
the House is trying to play a game 
here and they are not going to get by 
with it. They ought to be ashamed of 
themselves. They know better. 

I went over to my Democratic col
leagues on the House side 3 days 
before we enacted the Gramm-Hol
lings-Rudman measure on the Senate 
side. We had some leaders there. We 
had my friend, the distinguished Con
gressman, DAVID OBEY, plus LEON PA
NETTA, and many members from the 
Budget Committee. There were 65 to 
70 Democratic Members. I told them 
that our efforts were to try to pro
pound a realistic, workable, balanced, 
impartial discipline. If they could im
prove on the realism or the impartial
ity, fine business, we had no particular 
pride of authorship and we were all 
working a new ground and a new area. 

But many of those opposing us have 
launched onto a program first of 
lining up all the interest groups on the 
outside, which they did, saying, "You 
have cut me, you have cut me, you 
have cut me," and we proved to them, 
rather than cutting, we had given 
them a $20 billion cushion, which was 
intentional. It was intended not to put 
us in an impossible position this fall 
because we had not played, as we said 
in the original debate, with real bul
lets when we adopted the budget reso
lution in August and, knowing that, we 
began adjusting. 

We first ran up the $171.9 billion 
deficit to $180 billion. We then ran the 
5-percent procedure for statistically 
significant measurement up to 7 per
cent and then we ran the period of 
time to balance the budget from 5 
years to 6 years. 

We kept giving. To keep what? To 
keep who? To keep us on board, to get 
our votes, so that you could not say we 
were cutting; that we were giving you 
a realistic proposition where you 
would not have to pull this kind of 
charade of going out here in the next 
30 days and cutting-my friend from 
Texas says $40 billion, I say about $30 
billion at least. Be that as it may, if it 
runs $192 billion and you have to cut 
back to $161 billion you have to cut 
$30 billion, you have to get $20 billion 
out of defense and $10 billion out of 
education, and then we will see the 
education people write the letters. 

I have been legislating for 35 years. I 
did not start last year. So I know that 
budget. 

But they have the distinguished 
Senator from Vermont now asking the 
questions because the letters are all 
flowing in-and there must be some 
truth to it, because the House has 
voted it. That is exactly right, yes, it 
would have to cut the heck out of edu
cation. No one intended that. We in
tended a rational, impartial, realistic 

kind of discipline to keep us all on 
board. We kept the President in with 
the revenues, making them optional 
and not mandatory, because the Presi
dent was not going to be mandated to 
raise revenues. We kept TIP O'NEILL 
and a certain group on board, I 
thought, by doing away with Social 
Security. We have heard that for 5 
years, so no use getting into that argu
ment. 

But we were keeping all of us on 
board by giving us something that was 
real and plausible and could be done. 
Now the House, having tried the tactic 
originally and found out that we made 
it realistic and workable, they said, 
"We are going to make this unrealis
tic, unworkable, and outrageous non
sense and an absolute sham." 

The Senator from New Hampshire is 
exactly right. No one should hesitate
the Washington Post is not a newspa
per. It is a conspiracy. I could not get 
an article in there to make sense on 
this budget item, what we were doing 
in here in this Congress, to save my 
life. You never have seen it written. 
Hobart Rowen? Where in the world is 
that fell ow about destroying Govern
ment? He destroys the truth. We 
wanted truth in budgeting. 

What we were going to say is, "Look, 
the game is over. We are going to 
speak the truth to the American 
people. And when we pass a budget, it 
is going to be the truth and we are all 
going to be on notice." 

There is not going to be, I say to the 
Senator from Florida, a $30 billion cut 
on Medicare of the $50 billion seques
ter indicated in your letter. Where is 
that letter? 

Here is what the Senator from Flori
da says. He joins in the game. "For in
stance, under the $50 billion sequester 
order,"-who in the world is talking 
about a $50 billion sequester order? 
Nobody. We are talking about a 1-per
cent to 2-percent sequester. We know 
if we do not do our duties, if it goes 
over the 5-percent trigger, that it is 
going to be that kind of a cut, which is 
not going to be any $50 billion out of 
anything. It will be $5 billion to $10 
billion. If we run over $50 billion, we 
will never have passed a budget. 

So, there is no use to use these wild 
examples here about Medicaid or 
about $50 billion. We know that we 
are going to have to reduce it by $36 
billion from fiscal year 1986 to fiscal 
year 1987 and we put on notice that 
the President has got to submit that 
kind of budget. 

As the Senator from Texas said, it 
has to be done now. The President is 
working on that budget. He sees the 
1986 limits. 

Mr. President, I will be glad to yield 
to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. No; go ahead. I 
want to make a point. The Senator is 
doing fine. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 
President is going to have to look at 
every one of these appropriation bills, 
and see that they come in under this 
particular budget. But to run pell-mell 
down the road, and talk about a $50 
billion sequester order means that we 
did not pay any attention to the law 
under the discipline, and we did not do 
anything. 

I can see-yes-a man of goodwill get 
to $5 billion to $10 billion over, but not 
$50 billion. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield, he is absolutely 
right. Under the provisions, let us 
assume for round figure purposes a 
total budget of $1 trillion. About one 
half of it will be exempt under the 
provision. We have $500 billion. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is right. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. If by chance we 

end up $10 billion or $15 billion short, 
we are talking about a relatively, 
slightly 1, or 2 percent. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Two percent. That 
is right. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Anybody's fig
ures-CBO or OMB or anyone else
that appear to be in the neighborhood 
we are in--

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is right. That 
is where we will be, at best. We can 
make those misjudgments, and miscal
culations. We are going to make them 
better. We have exceeded the budget 
resolution by an average of $28 billion 
and that is the average without any 
discipline. We have exceeded on aver
age $28 billion over the budget that we 
actually predicted for 1985, 1984, 1983, 
1982, and 1981-that is the track 
record with no discipline. 

How are you going to run over $50 
billion with the discipline? The whole 
idea is to make a half-truth in budget
ing. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield. 
Mr. CHILES. I am stepping off the 

floor for a moment. If the Senator 
would like to whip me a little more, I 
will come back. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I will give the 
truth. I am not going to join the game. 
The Senator voted against this. He is 
not for it. I would like to have been on 
the conference committee. They did 
not put me on it. They put the opposi
tion on-the minority. I am not whip
ping them. I am tired of this nonsense 
going on. 

It is Friday night. We are serious 
people. We have work to do. I hope 
that the House will cut out the cha
rade. They know what they are doing. 
They are trying to give an overload, 
and sink this. The President of the 
United States would not sign it. A 
House Member would not sign this 
nonsense. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
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Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes. 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I got 

here about 5 minutes after the Sena
tor started speaking. 

Has the Senator from South Caroli
na looked at the provision that the 
House has drafted as to how it will es
timate the numbers-the CBO only 
provision? Has the Senator looked at 
that? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I know generally 
speaking about the CBO. I think the 
Senator from Oregon has made an im
portant point. We are all talking about 
CBO, OMB, and everything else. We 
have the GAO. It is an executive body. 
It can make orders. 

I am not worried. I do not think we 
ought to spend another 2 days and 
nights running over all of those little 
things. It is obvious that they had no 
idea of actually going along with any 
kind of fiscal discipline in that House 
vote. What they wanted to do was re
write a budget. 

We are not rewriting the budget. I 
can list all of the programs which I 
would like to take off. Do you know 
what I mean? 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one last ques
tion? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Give it all to de
fense. I might list all of defense, and 
put it all on something else. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I have 
to leave the floor before the Senator 
can finish. Am I fair in concluding 
that the Senator from South Carolina 
does not like the House plan? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Look, I do not like 
the House charade and nonsense, and 
strategy here because they are not 
acting in good faith. They know that 
no one is going to accept this. They 
know it. After 1 week of debate, and 
reading it in the local newspapers they 
think they have done something sensi
ble. That is the bad part of this life up 
here. 

Nobody would accept that. You 
could not get away with this in the 
city hall. You could not get down the 
front steps. If you were in the State 
house, you would never get home safe. 
You would need the Secret Service. 
But up here you can get away with 
this nonsense. 

It is terrible to have this thing go on 
and on after having to go through it 
line by line, and item by item. In a 
general sense, I will get into it later 
because I have it listed down, if the 
people want to argue the different 
points. This is an outrageous sham. 

It should not be debated long. The 
Senator from Oregon has given a very 
cogent and very understandable expla
nation-better than any of us could 
have. He understands it. He has a 
grasp of it. He has given a fair assess
ment. 

If the body wants to vote Medicare, 
put it in category I, and let them do it. 

The world is not going to end over 
that. 

But to give these extreme examples 
in order to make your point is just 
puffing their gills over there. They are 
engaged in the game. It is a political 
game they have going. We know it is 
not going to be done unless it is bipar
tisan. 

We are not going to solve the peo
ple's problem in this land on this defi
cit unless it is bipartisan, and demo
cratic, Senator, we are never going to 
get back in the majority until we start 
acting with some kind of sense of re
sponsibility on the economic welfare 
of the United States. 

We are just off base on a spend-and
spend proposition. We will not face up 
to any blooming discipline. They all 
act, and wonder why. They put if off 
to the great communicator. It is not 
the great communicator. It is what we 
have been communicating that keeps 
us in this minority. The quicker we un
derstand it, the quicker we will under
stand that we are cutting our own pro
grams year in and year out. We have 
been doing it. 

Next year, we will vote, if we do not 
act and do not do anything, $25 bil
lion, or 3 percent real growth in de
fense, and $30 billion more on interest 
costs. That is $55 billion; $15 billion on 
health is $70 billion; another $15 bil
lion-well, it is already $16 billion this 
year on COLA's in an election year. So 
you have $20 billion there. That is $90 
billion. So you are looking for $90 bil
lion more. 

That is where we are headed on 
down the stream. 

How do you get it to no revenues in 
an election year? Get that House list. 
We have to cut. 

They have been cutting their own 
throats, and they do not even under
stand it. That has been happening for 
5 years. I am getting tired of their stu
pidity. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield, in the confer
ence when the first House off er was 
tentatively suggested, they put the 
poverty programs, and almost all of 
those programs not on the list, the 
COLA's-they put it in with Social Se
curity. They could not touch it at all; 
$70 billion was put off limits in addi
tion to everything else. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, 
their idea was to rewrite the budget. 
We never had that in mind. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. What was left 
was that we could sequester the MX. 
That was the sum total of what was 
left. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I am delighted to 
yield. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, today 
to get the votes they needed to pass 
their sham package they exempted 
the MX because under this amend-

ment the MX could not be sequestered 
because they do not allow contracts to 
be sequestered. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is what the 
news media ought to be writing. We 
never did try to rewrite the budget. I 
did not like the budget we passed. I 
was taking this budget-or any year's 
budget-and it really was like we were 
talking about a 1-percent or 2-percent 
overage in the deficit with a forced 
discipline where we all have to quit 
playing tricks on the American public 
about what a great job we did, how we 
saved programs, and how we also cut 
back on the deficit. 

Yet it continues to go up, to $212 bil
lion where it is now. It is just wrong. 
We know it. 

All of this trade and farm deficit, 
and all our troubles go back to this ir
responsibility. They like to write these 
clever articles about how we are cut
ting all of the things and everything 
else. We have not cut anything. The 
whole intent is not to trigger anything 
right now, but frankly to get the votes 
to get some kind of a set discipline so 
we will all know and understand. We 
are playing for real. 

But they do not want to allow that. 
They think it is a one-upmanship to 
save certain social programs, or what
ever they are bent on. They have no 
idea of discipline whatsoever. 

They will bring down the Republic. 
Economically we are in deep trouble. 

I hope we will act a little more seri
ously about it, and this particular 
House proposal coming over. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? I will share an ob
servation with the Senator. 

Mr. DOMENIC! addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

I want to compliment the distin
guished Senator. He got right to the 
heart of it. 

You know, we are sitting there, the 
chairman, Senator PACKWOOD and I 
wondering. Can they be serious talking 
about $161 billion as the trigger? 

We had one of our conferences, and 
the distinguished Senator from Louisi
ana also gets right to the heart of 
things. I can remember him sitting 
there. He said, well, maybe we just 
ought to do it ourselves. 

Well, we changed the subject and 
went on to something else. 

I was telling the chairman, "Do you 
know what we ought to suggest here 
this afternoon? They want $161 bil
lion, now, with 2112 months left in the 
year. We have almost finished every
thing. We have done almost all the 
damage we can do. Maybe we ought to 
suggest we ought to do it ourselves." 

So we brought up the subject, why 
not have a reconciliation bill, a new 
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one, and let the Congress find that $30 
billion? Why do we go through here 
and cut all the programs? We will all 
be mad at the President, worrying 
about him abusing his discretion. 
What can he do under theirs, when 
they take everything off budget and 
tell him to save $31 billion? 

They have left on about $300 billion 
out of $1 trillion, and they already 
start with the known fact that he has 
to sequester the $31 billion. That is 
more than 10 percent across the 
board. 

All that is left in there are the 
middle-class programs for all middle
class America. Research for cancer, 
education-they will be clobbered. And 
defense? Clobber it good. They even 
took out MX. They do not want con
tracts in there. 

You can get rid of all the O&M, all 
the ammunition, and everything else. 

And they run around the country 
touting they did a magnificent job. 
They are saving $31 billion. 

To top it off, they wrote in a consti
tutional provision. They wrote in a 
provision for sequestering with the 
CBO as the only operative factor and 
had a legal opinion saying that is one 
that is illegal. They wrote it in there 
and then they said, " If that goes to 
court, that new provision," and they 
had a Harvard professor, I believe--

Mr. PACKWOOD. The Harvard pro
fessor said that that process was un
constitutional. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. They wrote in that 
if it was unconstitutional, the whole 
bill falls. 

I cannot really believe they were se
rious. 

Nonetheless, let me suggest t hat 
clearly the idea of setting ourselves on 
a path where we are going to get to 
$144 billion next year and another $36 
billion more, and we have 9 months to 
take care of this, the Senator is abso-
1 utely right. We should not be seques
tering 10 percent, but we will have a 
hard time getting to the $144 billion. 
If we wanted to sequester 10 percent 
over there in 1987, then we will have 
admitted we could not do the job. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Is it not basically 
this situation in the House: first they 
say, "This is a terrible process. We are 
going to give this to the President, 
with absolute unfettered discretion. It 
is an awful thing, an irresponsible way 
to govern. But if we are going to do it, 
let us do it bigger and faster." 

Mr. DOMENIC!. That is right. It is 
terrible. It is the worst thing we have 
ever had. It is probably unconstitu
tional. 

"We are going to make sure that it is 
unconstitutional, but we can tell the 
people of America, we did this mag
nificent job for you and we will save 
the country." 

We have produced a pretty good job 
with amendments and the work of bi
partisan Senators and 2 weeks of hear-

ings. We got some very good amend
ments. Clearly our bill can be execut
ed, it can be carried out and we will 
know what we are doing. 

If people do not want Medicare in 
category 2, let us vote. 

If they do not want AFDC in, let us 
vote. 

If they do not want some of the 
others, let us vote and get off with the 
idea of whether we want it or not. 

I guarantee you there will be a se
questering this year because we 
cannot get the number down. We did 
not cut very much this year and be
sides we will lose about $8 billion in 
taxes that we assumed. We will have 
to sequester. 

We are hopeful we will bring a re
sponsible number in here with a re
sponsible triggering mechanism and 
the rest of the process for 5 years left 
intact with us having 9 months to 
carry out our own work and do what 
we want. 

In that 9 months, the only thing off 
t he table is Social Security, for all in
tents and purposes. There is a long list 
of trust fund items but basically that 
is all. We have the rest which, from 
my standpoint, should go in. 

I voted to put it all in, but clearly 
the House asked us once or twice what 
about Social Security and we said we 
took it out. They said, "Why?" We 
should have said, "We took it out be
cause of you," but we did not tell them 
that. We were more generous. We 
should have said, "It was politics." 

The answer was, "We put it in once 
but we got beaten under the oak tree. 
We saw you with the President. We do 
not want more oak trees. If the Presi
dent wants it back in, let him send a 
message. If you want it in, make a 
motion." 

They did not make a motion. They 
did not even wiggle, much less made a 
motion. So we are stuck. 

But we do have a good bill. 
I really think it is also constitution

al. That may scare some of them. I 
think it is constitutional because we 
really did some work. We got some 
expert advice. 

In our proposal with CBO and OMB 
going to GAO for certification, that is 
unconstitutional? We do not think it is 
but if it is, we said, "OK, we will not 
let the Congress certify." 

That is clearly constitutional. 
So anybody who voted for this to

night contrary to all those people 
voting in the House, they are voting 
for it and it is going to be carried out. 
Those people can vote for it and say, 
"We have cut the budget" and go into 
the backroom and say, "There is no 
way it can be carried out because it 
was unconstitutional." 

They could have gotten $150 billion 
in savings knowing they produced an 
unconstitutional bill. Ours is constitu
tional. 

Mr. GORTON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I do not have the 
floor. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I thought he 
yielded the floor. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I do not need the 
floor. I am pleased to yield. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I wanted to 
ask you to yield for some questions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. The rules pro
vide that the first person on his feet is 
entitled to recognition unless it is the 
majority leader or the minority leader. 
Those are the rules. Let us stay with 
them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
rule is that it is at the discretion of 
the Chair. 

The Senator is out of order. The 
Senator from New Mexico has the 
floor unless he yields it. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. The Senator 
said he yielded the floor. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I 
retain the floor. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I raise t he 
point of order t hat he cannot retain 
the floor after he has yielded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Mexico has t he 
floor. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. I yielded the floor 
and then I sought recognition before 
the Chair recognized the Senator from 
Ohio. I thank the chairman for follow
ing the rules of the Senate but I do 
not need the floor so I yield the floor. 

Mr. RIEGLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Michigan. 
Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the Chair. 

This debate has been rather one-sided 
because everyone who has spoken so 
far has been on one side of the issue. 
It sounds to me as if there is a lot of 
anguish on the side of those who sup
port the Gramm-Rudman approach 
because I think the House has done a 
good job. The House has done what 
you say you want to do, to cut the def
icit. The problem is that the Gramm
Rudman proposition wants to cut the 
deficit, but not now. It wants to cut it 
sometime off in the future. 

Basically, in the view of this Sena
tor, the Gramm-Rudman crowd wants 
to try to sneak past the next election, 
if possible. 

What has happened is that the 
House today really called your cards 
on that. They said, "All right, let us 
cut the budget. Let us get the deficits 
down. Let us do it on a somewhat dif
ferent basis, a different kind of pat
tern," and I think a much better pat
tern for cutting. 

The House said, "Let us do it now." 
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All of a sudden, those big budget 

cutters on the other side of the aisle 
do not like the idea of cutting the 
budget so much if it has to be done 
right now. It was interesting the other 
day when Professor Modigliani testi
fied on this issue. Here is a man in his 
sixties who has studied economics for 
decades now, and is now recognized as 
being the No. 1 economist, at least ac
cording to the Nobel Committee at the 
present time, in the entire world. 

He came forward and said what 
needs to happen right now is exactly 
what the House has done, that we 
need a big deficit reduction and we 
need it now. 

He talked in terms of cutting the 
deficit in half, cutting it from roughly 
$200 to $100 billion and doing it right 
now, rather than pushing the respon
sibility off to past the next election or 
pushing the unpaid bills off on our 
children and grandchildren. 

I think he is right. I think the prob
lem is now, not in the future. He is not 
the only one saying that. Paul Volcker 
is saying it. The entire business com
munity is saying it. Most respected 
conservative economists are saying it. 

Virtually everybody who studied this 
problem at any length is saying it is 
time to cut these deficits. 

It is very interesting what the pro
fessional opinions are that have come 
back in from people out there who 
study these issues. 

Take James Kilpatrick as a case in 
point, hardly a person that you would 
call a liberal. This is what he has had 
to say about the Gramm-Rudman 
package, which is what the House, I 
think very wisely, took, changed, and 
improved and made real rather than 
political as it was in terms of pushing 
the problem off in the future. 

What James Kilpatrick said was
this is ref erring specifically to the 
Gramm-Rudman bill: 

The pending deficit reduction bill is 
monumentally stupid. It probably is uncon
stitutional. If it can be made to work at all, 
it will work gross inequities. And its poten
tial impact upon national defense is nothing 
short of catastrophic. 

That is very interesting, coming 
from James Kilpatrick. He goes on to 
call it "reckless and irresponsible legis
lation." In a fairly lengthy piece, he 
goes on to explain why he feels that 
way. 

But he is not the only person who 
feels that way. We have had people 
ranging from columnist George Will to 
any number of other people who 
would be seen as conservatives or 
people who are very concerned about 
the fiscal condition of the country, 
pointing up the obvious shortcomings 
of Gramm-Rudman. Time and time 
again, what they have said is that basi
cally, it is a political device; it is an 
effort to sneak past the next election, 
it is an incumbent's protection bill. It 
is basically designed to take the Re-

publican Senate off the hook on the 
big deficit problem until the next elec
tion is over. 

That is why everybody has come 
back and said, "If you are serious 
about this, do it now; let us do the cut
ting today." 

What is so interesting to me is I 
heard all of these cries of alarm 
coming from all these great big deficit 
cutters; why? Because the House has 
said, OK, let us do it; in fact, let us go 
even further than you have talked 
about going. 

You know what has happened, Mr. 
President? Now everybody has 
changed their tune. Now people do not 
want to cut the deficit. They like it 
when it is a concept. They like it when 
it is in the future. I am not surprised 
that President Reagan likes the 
Gramm-Rudman proposal, because it 
says we will balance the budget, but 
not now; not during his term of office. 
We will get it done in 1991, 3 years 
after President Reagan leaves office. 

And you know, you cannot help but 
remember, if you go back to 1980, 
when the President was elected, he 
was elected in very large part on the 
notion that he was going to come in to 
balance the budget. Well, of course, 
that has not happened. It is more out 
of balance than it has ever been. The 
national debt has doubled. 

Now we have a plan here where we 
are going to balance the budget, only 
we are not going to do it: not this Con
gress, not the next Congress; in fact, 
not even the Congress after that. 

We are going to get the job done in 
1991. 

That has been the story since 1980. 
That is always push it off into the 
future, we will do it some other time, 
we cannot do it now, it is too hard to 
do it now. 

It seems to me that what the big cut
ters here ought to do and the big defi
cit reducers ought to do is let us pass 
the House bill tonight. Let us pass it. 
If you are interested in reducing the 
deficits, if you are serious about it and 
you think they are bluffing, you 
should call their bluff. They just 
called your bluff. 

So there is a lot of squawking going 
on around here, but I do not see any
body standing up and saying, "You 
know, they have done us one better. 
Let us go right ahead and do it; let us 
get into this big deficit cutting right 
away and let us get it done; let us get 
it done before the next election." 

Then it seems to me the Republican 
Senate would have an issue they could 
take to the country. They could say we 
have really bitten into this problem, 
we have really cut the deficit, we have 
cut it in half. 

I would say to my friends on the 
other side of the aisle that the cold, 
hard fact of the matter is you do not 
want to cut it in half. Not now. You 
would like to cut it in the future, you 

would like to balance the budget some
time in the next decade. You would 
like to see the next President that fol
lows this one get the job done but you 
do not want to strap it on yourselves 
and you do not want to strap it on this 
administration. 

That is what is going on here, Mr. 
President. But nobody is fooled by 
that. Not the people who pay atten
tion around the country. I have edito
rial after editorial from newspapers 
around the country. I was told of one 
today from Nebraska, one of the most 
conservative newspapers in the coun
try, a very traditional newspaper. 
They have come out strongly against 
the original Gramm-Rudman proposal 
because they see it for what it is; that 
is, a kind of fraud in the sense that it 
postpones the day of reckoning be
cause it wants to sneak past this next 
election. They see that for what it is 
and say, if you want to do something 
about the deficit, do it now. 

What the House did today was take 
that step. My hat is off to the House. 
It was not easy to put that package to
gether as quickly as they did, especial
ly when this thing came along without 
any hearings in the Senate, not a 
single day of hearings in the Senate on 
it before it was unveiled on the Senate 
floor. So in the short time they had to 
work on it, they produced, I think, a 
very sound proposal. 

Is it tough? You bet your life it is 
tough. Does it have pain? It has all the 
pain I ever heard any Republican Sen
ator say he wanted to have. In fact, 
the problem is it has more reality than 
they want to see. They like pain until 
the pain is there. They like pain a year 
from now or a little longer than a year 
from now, just as long as it is past No
vember 1986. That is when they want 
the pain. They want the pain of what 
it takes to get to the balanced budget 
not any time soon, but 6 years from 
now, when we have a new President. 

So it seems to me the House has 
done exactly what it should hav:e done 
today. That is, they have taken real 
action on the deficit issue. They have 
done some real bullet-biting over there 
and sent it back over here. All of 
sudden everybody here who has been 
posturing on this issue for a very long 
time is in a very uncomfortable posi
tion. So I hope those who say they 
want to see a deep deficit reduction 
would call the House bill up. Let us 
enact it. Let us start cutting now. 

You say it is tough. It is tough. It is 
very tough. But everybody that I have 
talked to in the financial markets say 
that is the kind of medicine that is 
needed. They are not saying do it a 
year from now or 5 or 6 years from 
now. They are saying do it today. So 
we have an opportunity to do that 
now. 

I hope that we would not pass it up. 
I hope that we would take the advice 
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of everybody from James Kilpatrick to 
Tom Wicker to George Will to the 
newspaper out in Nebraska to Hobart 
Rowen and any number of other 
people who have written about it in 
recent days and really do the job. 

Let me say one other thing before I 
yield to the floor. That is that there 
was a lot of talk in here a while ago 
about whether or not Gramm
Rudman as it was devised is better or 
more favorable to veterans and veter
ans' programs than what the House 
did today. I can tell you I think the 
record will show that the people who 
are most sensitive on the veterans' 
program historically over the years in 
the House of Representatives voted 
for this package today because the 
package voted in the House does a 
better job of looking after veterans' 
programs than does the Gramm
Rudman proposal. The way to check 
that out is to take all the programs 
that effect veterans, all of them, then 
try to examine percentagewise which 
package, the House package or 
Gramm-Rudman as it passed the 
Senate, does a better job of meeting 
the commitments we have made to our 
service men and women over the years. 
These are people from World War II, 
the Korean war, the Vietnam war and 
other periods, to whom commitments 
were made, not only in terms of health 
services and VA loans, but also in 
terms of pensions that have been 
earned, disability benefits, and the 
whole range of veterans' programs. 

I think the record will show that the 
House package, taken as a whole, does 
a better job of protecting more veter
ans' programs than does Gramm
Rudman. If not, we will have a chance 
to vote on it. I think that would be a 
good one for us to vote on. So if we 
end up passing Gramm-Rudman in 
some other form tonight. I hope we 
can have an opportunity to vote on a 
package that would in fact take care 
of the veterans. 

I just add one other thing. That is 
citing some of the editorial comment, 
one of the most interesting comments 
I saw was in the Wall Street Journal. 
You would have assumed on the face 
of it that the Wall Street Journal 
would have thought Gramm-Rudman 
was a great idea, a great package. That 
is not their view. 

They have editorialized against it. 
One of the things that they are con
cerned about is that it does not bite 
into the deficit problem deep enough 
soon enough. 

Well, we have the chance to do that 
now because the House has taken this 
matter and they have developed some
thing that will get the job done. I say 
to my friends on the other side of the 
aisle, here is your chance. You have 
talked for a long time about deficit re
duction. You have got virtually every 
economist in the country saying that 
this is the magnitude of the cuts that 

are needed now and now you are the 
ones arguing for delay. You are saying 
it is too late in the fiscal year now; we 
cannot do it now; it does not have any
thing to do with the 1986 election. 

Well, you can do it now if you want 
to, if you are serious about it, if it is 
not just a political ploy. You can do it 
now, and the American people would 
appreciate having it done now. 

I yield the floor. 

INCREASE THE PERMANENT 
PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT-CONFER
ENCE REPORT 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, 

there is a conference report at the 
desk to accompany House Joint Reso
lution 372, the debt limit extension, 
and I ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
report will be stated. 

The legislation clerk read as follows: 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the joint reso
lution <H.J. Res. 372> increasing the statuto· 
ry limit on the public debt, having met, 
after full and free conference, have been 
unable to agree. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
move the adoption of the conference 
report. 

Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. METZENBAUM I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the con
ference report is presently before the 
Senate, is it not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. BYRD. The conference report is 
debatable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. BYRD. Whether the Senate 
votes up or votes down the conference 
report does not really make a lot of 
difference, because the conference 
report is just an empty shell. Is that 
correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the procedural effect. 

Mr. BYRD. So what really counts 
here are the amendments in disagree
ment. That is where the Senate will 
have to make its decisions. Is that cor
rect? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. BYRD. Would it take unani
mous consent to get the short-term ex
tension before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Unani
mous consent would be required. 

Mr. BYRD. That would be required 
in any case, whether the conference 
report was before the Senate or not. 
Am I correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. BYRD. Because there is a 1-day 
rule. This is also a bill that has come 
from the House but has not been read 
three times, and has not been on the 
calendar 1 legislative day. Is that cor
rect? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. BYRD. So the only option that 
the distinguished majority leader has 
is to stay on the conference report, 
vote it up or down, then go to the 
amendments in disagreement, and 
those are House amendments, and 
thus they are both amendable and de
batable. Am I correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Those 
amendments are debatable and 
amendable. 

Mr. BYRD. And they are each 
amendable in two degrees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
minority leader is correct. 

Mr. BYRD. So, Mr. President, this is 
an option for the distinguished majori
ty leader, and it is for him to decide. 
That is to get unanimous consent to 
take up the short-term extension. May 
I say that I urge the distinguished ma
jority leader to do this. I would hope 
that he would consider carefully this 
option. The reasons why we should do 
this are these: 

First of all, there is the House 
amendment to the Gramm amend
ment and that amendment I speak of 
in the singular, but it could very well 
be a multiple amendment. I have not 
looked at it. I assume it will be. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Florida was not furnished a copy of 
the proposed amendment by the other 
side, am I correct, or was it the copy of 
the House amendment? He was not 
supplied that until just an hour and a 
half ago. 

Mr. CHILES. 6:30 p.m. 
Mr. BYRD. We do not know what is 

in it. 
We are all Senators. I can only speak 

for one. I have an obligation to vote 
up or down on issues here. If I do not 
vote up or down, the Senate can, 
under the rules require, me to state 
why. 

I have never voted "present" in my 
27 years in the Senate. 

But we can ease the concerns and 
the worries ·of the elderly people of 
this country by passing the short-term 
extension this evening. The House has 
gone out. The House will not be back 
in until noon on Monday. It Just does 
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not make sense for us to stand here 
and tell the Senate that it has no al
ternative but to act on the Gramm 
amendment or the House amendment 
to the Gramm amendment tonight. 

I hope we are not going to let out
selves be stampeded or intimidated 
into voting on that matter tonight or 
as far as this Senator is concerned 
until tomorrow or Monday, or what
ever, until we at least have some 
better understanding of what it is all 
about and also what the Republican 
amendment thereto will contain. We 
on our side have not seen the Republi
can amendment yet, except for Mr. 
CHILES, and it was given to him only 
an hour and a half ago. 

In the meantime, we do not have to 
have the old folks all over this country 
scared about disinvesting the Social 
Security Trust Fund surpluses which 
have been invested in Government se
curities. We do not have to do that be
cause we have a short-term extension 
that has been sent over here by the 
House. That is the instrument where
by we can relieve all of those people of 
those worries and assure them that 
the Government is not going to disin
vest the Social Security Trust Funds. 
We can do that here in the next 10 
minutes if the Senate wants to do it. 
There is nothing difficult about that. 
Everyone can understand that. 

Then that will give us a little time, 5 
days-that is not unreasonable, in view 
of the fact that we have a brand new 
bill here, one might say. 

But under the pressure of this dead
line which is nearing, we are expected 
to close our eyes and vote blindly on 
something that we haven't seen and 
do not understand, and I do not pro
pose to do that. 

This is not a threat to the distin
guished majority leader. But we just 
are not going to vote, as far as this 
Senator is concerned, on the Republi
can amendments to House amend
ments tonight. 

I hope that the distinguished major
ity leader-if he wants to stay here a 
while and debate this, that is fine-but 
at some point before daylight tomor
row morning, actually before midnight 
tonight, at some point I hope he will 
call up that short-term extension sent 
over by the House and vote on it. So 
we will not have all the Halloween sto
ries, the scary stories and the horror 
stories as to what will happen if we do 
not vote on Gramm-Rudman tonight. 

Surely it is not asking too much to 
allow Senators a few days, 3 or 4 or 5, 
to debate amendments to Gramm
Rudman. Passage of the short-term 
extension at this time would resolve 
the immediate problem and, at the 
same time, give us a few days in which 
to act on the amendments in disagree
ment. 

I am not going to be stampeded, Mr. 
President. I do not care what threats 

are made to keep the Senate in all 
night. 

This is one Senator who has never 
been intimidated, and I do not intend, 
at the age of 68, to start being intimi
dated. 

I know a little something about con
ference reports, what can be done, 
what cannot be done, what can be 
done on amendments in disagreement. 
We just do not have to swallow ~this 
hook, line and sinker, without some 
debate. I want to know what is in this 
bill. 

In the meantime we do not have to 
hold this sword of Damocles over the 
Senate and say the old folks are going 
to be out, we are going to start taking 
their money, we are going to disinvest 
the invested moneys; if we do not pass 
the Gramm-Rudman package all these 
things are going to happen. That is ba
loney. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Not yet. 
That is baloney. I say this with due 

respect to the majority leader. He has 
a tough job. I know. He is not the 
master of his ship. He is the servant of 
all those who elected him. That is the 
same way with this Senator. 

But each of us still retains his rights, 
his prerogatives, and answers to his re
sponsibilities and duties as a Senator. 

So, whatever the distinguished ma
jority leader and the majority party 
wish to decide, that is up to them, but 
this Senator, if anyone thinks the 
Senate is going to pass this thing to
night, forget it. The House is out. Why 
should the Senate be asked to pass 
this package tonight? If we amend it, 
the House cannot do anything about it 
until Monday. They are not back in 
until noon Monday. Why the rush on 
this? 

Mr. President, I hope that I have not 
off ended the distinguished majority 
leader. I am simply stating what I 
think is the fair thing to do, and the 
reasonable thing to do, and the thing 
that we can do to put the minds of the 
old folks and everyone else at rest. We 
can get a little rest over the weekend 
and have an opportunity to study this 
matter before we cast our votes there
on. 

So in the meantime let us pass the 
short-term extension, and come back 
on Monday better prepared to act on 
the larger measure. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I appreci
ate the comments of the distinguished 
minority leader, and I do not quarrel 
with any of the statements with refer
ence to what can and cannot be done 
with a conference report. 

But we find ourselves with the 
House just taking off Friday after
noon. They have only been in session 
six Fridays this year. They adjourned 
by a vote of 207 to 194. 

They passed a little 5-day extension 
and said, well, we will Just dump it 

back in the lap of the Senate. We will 
go home. We will adjourn until 
Monday, and we will at least leave the 
Senate there to worry about it. 

It is obvious if the minority leader 
does not want to pass the conference 
report, we will not pass the conference 
report. I do not quarrel with those 
who think they ought to have a right 
to look at it. And it has not been made 
available. I do not quarrel with that. 

I think the Senator from Florida got 
it about the earliest. We did not know 
what they were going to pass in the 
House. That was one of the problems, 
but I assume I will be available. 

So I do not suggest-I think I did say 
at one time do not read it, just vote for 
it. 

But now that we are in the home 
stretch maybe you ought to take a 
look at it. 

But in any event, I am not certain I 
can pass any 5-day extension. The mi
nority leader properly reflected the 
role of the majority leader or the mi
nority leader. It would take unani
mous consent to get it up. 

Perhaps the better part of wisdom 
would be to agree to vote on this con
ference report, say, at 2 o'clock on 
Tuesday. That would give everyone a. 
weekend to look at it, debate it on 
Monday, debate it Tuesday morning, 
vote at 2 o'clock and we could go home 
here very quickly. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield. 
Mr. CHILES. If an arrangement like 

that can be made, would it make sense 
to, as part of that arrangement, agree 
to extend the debt ceiling? Is there 
some reason that we want to cause a 
divestiture of the trust funds? 

The House has now passed the 
budget deficit reduction plan. That is 
kind of new. That is the first time, in 
effect, they have done that, but they 
have done that. 

They have sent that to the Senate 
with the deficit reduction plan. Obvi
ously, we have to go to conference 
with the House, regardless of what we 
do here unless we want to take up 
their plan and pass it as it is, and I do 
not think the majority leader is sug
gesting that. If we could come to some 
kind of a time agreement, should we 
not at the same time have this tempo
rary extension? Then it seems to me 
that allows the senior citizens and the 
people not to be concerned. 

It makes us look like we are more 
prudent, that we are not costing any 
money out of those trust funds. 

I have looked at the last page of the 
plan now. I have not had a chance to 
read it all, but I noticed on the last 
page you are now talking about the 
same thing that the House talked 
about, the same thing Senator RIEGLE 
has been talking about for days, that 
we ought to pay back the trust fund 
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for the invasions that have taken 
place to date and for any that take 
place in the future. But, knowing we 
are doing that, should we not incur 
that expense? I do not think it makes 
us look very good as a legislative body 
to do that if we can pass the tempo
rary debt ceiling. I think we might 
shop on our side and come up with 
some reply to the Senator's unani
mous-consent request. 

I better yield to the minority leader 
on that. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the distinguished 
majority leader yield? 

Mr. DOLE. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, let us go 

ahead and vote on the conference 
report, vote it up or down. That is a 
shell. We can do that right now, so 
that the majority leader will have his 
conference report. 

The key questions arise when we get 
to the amendments in disagreement. 
Voting on the conference report is 
nothing. Let us vote it up or down. 
Then let us pass the extension. Maybe 
we can work out some agreement on 
the rest. 

Mr. CHILES. I do not think there is 
anybody on our side who wants any 
unreasonable delay. It sounds like 
Tuesday afternoon is a very fair time, 
as far as this Senator is concerned. 

Mr. DOLE. As I understand it, the 
one amendment in disagreement really 
is not a problem and the other amend
ment in disagreement is Gramm
Rudman, as modified. And that is the 
part, I believe, that Senators properly 
want to reflect on on both sides, even 
though I am certain that those who 
are conferees probably know pretty 
much about every provision. They 
were there, but they were only 9 out 
of 100. 

So maybe what I would suggest is 
that we see if we cannot reach some 
agreement, but I am not certain, 
again, about the 5-day extension. I 
want to check the impact of that first. 
We do have this provision now in each 
bill. 

Obviously, we do not want to incur 
an expense if that is not necessary. 

Mr. CHILES. I think it just does not 
make us look very good. We are talk
ing about we are saving money. Why 
should we incur this expense? If we 
are going to delay until Tuesday, if we 
know then we have to go to conference 
with the House, obviously it is going to 
take us literally the rest of the 5 days 
to do that. If we see all of that before 
us, we do not look like very prudent 
managers, if seems to me, to say we 
are going to incur that expense even if 
we are paying it back. 

Mr. DOLE. We had a meeting earli
er, a number of us on our side, and in
dicated if we passed the conference 
report and the amendments in dis
agreement were disposed of, then we 
might be willing to pass the extension. 
Now it is obvious that we are not going 

to complete that. The distinguished 
minority leader said we are not going 
to vote tonight. If he says that, he can 
prevent that. 

But, I think in the interest of trying 
to achieve some accommodation that 
is realistic, we might want to be pre
pared to do that if we had an agree
ment when we were going to vote on 
the matter we are discussing now. But 
just to leave that open does not have 
any appeal to me. 

Mr. CHILES. I wonder if we should 
not have a quorum call and have a 
chance to sit down to see if something 
like that could be worked out. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the distinguished 
majority leader yield? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. The distinguished ma

jority leader understands, that I will 
do everything I can to reach some 
kind of a time agreement on the 
amendments in disagreement so we 
may vote on them, vote on the amend
ment that the majority leader prob
ably will off er for the other side, and 
any amendments that Senators may 
wish to off er on this side. In the mean
time, get unanimous consent and pass 
the 5-day extension, and give ourselves 
an opportunity to study what is in this 
measure over the weekend. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me 
suggest that we have a quorum call 
and let the principals-Senator 
CHILES, Senator DOMENICI, Senator 
PACKWOOD, Senator LoNG-see if they 
can suggest some agreement. I know 
there are some on my side-I have had 
a brief discussion with one of the au
thors of the bill. 

Mr. GRAMM. Will the distinguished 
majority leader yield? 

Mr. DOLE. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. GRAMM. I would like to suggest 

there may be another alternative. I 
think the House passed a sham bill 
and ran off into the country. I would 
like to suggest we stay here tonight, 
that we debate this issue as long as 
there is anybody here that really 
wants to know what is in it-basically 
very little has changed from when we 
passed it from the conference-and 
that we have the President use his 
constitutional powers to call the 
House back into session tomorrow 
morning and let the House come back 
and deal with this crisis. Let us adopt 
our bill tonight, send it back over to 
them, let them meet in the morning, 
and let us deal with the problem this 
weekend. 

The distinguished majority leader 
made the point that this is the first 
time they have seen it dark in Wash
ington on a Friday this year. I think 
the American people are concerned 
about this problem. I think the Ameri
can people want it dealt with. 

I am willing to be here tomorrow 
and I am willing, quite frankly, to stay 
here all night, as long as there is any
body who wants to know what is in 

this bill, and I am willing to call on the 
President to call the House back into 
session tomorrow and let us get on 
with the people's business. 

I am distressed that we had the 
House try to foist off a sham that 
clearly represents an attempt to derail 
a process that has the support of the 
American people and now we have 
those who do not even want to move 
forward on our part. 

I thank the majority leader. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me in

dicate that that was one of the moder
ates speaking on our side. [Laughter.] 

We are trying to keep the hardliners 
off the floor. 

Mr. LEVIN. Will the majority leader 
yield? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, speaking 

as one of the conferees and one who 
voted for the package, Gramm
Rudman-Hollings had bipartisan sup
port in the Senate and had a majority 
of Senators in both parties voting for 
it. Hopefully, it will stay that ws,y. I 
think it is healthy to stay that way. It 
is obvious that the best way for it to 
stay that way is to follow a course of 
action similar to one which the Sena
tor from West Virginia, the minority 
leader; the Senator from Florida, and, 
indeed, the majority leader himself 
have been outlining. I think that 
raises the best prospects of maintain
ing a bipartisan atmosphere and bipar
tisan support for an ultimate product. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I certainly 
do not want to leave any other impres
sion, because there was a majority on 
each side that supported the initial 
amendment and we hope to preserve 
that. That is one reason I am urging 
this alternative approach. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I just 
wanted to say to the distinguished ma
jority leader that the meeting we had 
just prior to breaking up the confer
ence and agreeing to the disagree
ment, that was an agreeable meeting; 
we were going to disagree agreeably, 
because it looked like we were not 
going to accomplish anything. It was 
pretty well said that if the House 
passed either their plan or the 
Gramm-Rudman plan and sent it over 
with a short-term extension, that that 
would be received in the Senate and 
would attempt to be extended. 

Certainly, the chairman of the Fi
nance Committee cannot speak for the 
Senate, but I think that representa
tion was generally made to the House 
in the spirit of those who were at that 
conference. So I think the House had 
reason to believe that if they passed a 
plan, either Gramm-Rudman or their 
own plan, and sent it over with a 
short-term extension, the Senate 
would deal with that extension and we 
would go to conference on that plan. 
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I think that was what the House felt 

was the way the game plan was going 
to go. 

Mr. DOLE. I want to thank the dis
tinguished Senator from Florida, 
along with the Senator from New 
Mexico, and others for working night 
and day on this. I certainly do not 
expect us to trot in here and say OK, 
everybody vote. But I will suggest the 
absence of a quorum and hopefully 
the principals can-

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, 
will the majority leader yield? 

I must tell the majority leader that I 
feel constrained to object to taking up 
a 5-day extension because I believe 
that a 5-day extension will lead to a 4-
day extension, and that will lead to an
other extension. 

I think we simply have to deal with 
it. I am of the same mind of the Sena
tor from Texas. We have to move for
ward. We have to press forward. The 
Members know this issue. They can 
within the next hour or two certainly 
inform themselves, and be as well in
formed about it as they will be by next 
Tuesday. They will go here and there 
for the weekend, and they are not 
going to vote in any event. We can 
come back later, if possible, on 
Monday. So I am for doing it tonight. 

I would object, Mr. Leader, in the 
event that he wants a 5-day extension. 

Mr. DOLE. Let us in any event see if 
we can. I have to leave the floor right 
now. I will leave any other discussion. 
I think we would be better off if we 
had a quorum call, and let the Mem
bers who have a direct interest try to 
resolve it. 

Mr. DOMENIC!. Will the leader 
withhold just a moment? 

I want to report to the majority 
leader with reference to the amend
ment. We did not get the House 
amendment which is a full amend
ment until sometime around 11:30 or 
12 o'clock this morning. Even then, we 
did not get it in its full text. We had to 
take our amendment that we had in
troduced in to the conference, and 
make some modifications to it. It is 
about 98 percent what we had intro
duced to the conference, and rejected 
by the opposition party. We now have 
100 copies. The general premise is well 
outlined and well understood. We wel
come inquiries about its details. But 
there is one on every desk now. 

If that will accommodate any unani
mous consent which I believe the 
leader has in mind as he proposed, it is 
clearly there in full now. 

Mr. DOLE. I hope the copies will be 
distributed. 
If we cannot work out anything, we 

will have all night to debate. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF AMENDMENT NO. 934 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, the 
junior Senator from California, Sena
tor WILSON, wished to be added as a 
cosponsor to the amendment that I 
presented this morning. I ask unani
mous consent that he be so included. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BOSCHWITZ). Is there objection? With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me in

dicate to my colleagues who are 
present that we have had a number of 
discussions this evening with Republi
cans, Democrats, Democrats with 
Democrats, Republicans with Republi
cans, in an effort to reach some satis
factory conclusion and disposal of 
House Joint Resolution 372 and also 
H.R. 3669, the 5-day extension sent to 
us late this afternoon by the House. I 
believe we have now reached an agree
ment. I would hope that those who are 
not here will understand that we have 
spent several hours on it and that we 
believe it is a satisfactory way to dis
pose of the so-called extension and a 
number of amendments to House 
Joint Resolution 372, the debt limita
tion extension. So let me go through 
the unanimous-consent agreement and 
then, if there are questions, I will be 
happy to respond to questions. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that immediately following enter
ing into the agreement with respect to 
House Joint Resolution 372, the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
H.R. 3669, the 5-day extension of the 
debt limit, and that one amendment 
be in order to be offered by the chair
man of the Finance Committee, Mr. 
PACKWOOD, to provide for a 5-day ex
tension. 

I further ask unanimous consent 
that once the Senate has disposed of 
the Packwood amendment, the Senate 
proceed to third reading and final pas
sage of H.R. 3669 without any inter
vening action. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
conference report to accompany 
House Joint Resolution 372, the debt 
limit extension, be considered adopted. 

I further ask unanimous consent 
that the first amendment in disagree
ment be considered agreed to. 

I also ask unanimous consent that 
immediately following the disposition 
of the first amendment in disagree
ment, the Senate proceed to a motion 
to concur in the second amendment in 
disagreement, dealing with minimum 
tax, and that only two amendments be 
in order, one to be offered by Senator 
Bo REN and one to be offered by Sena
tor METZENBAUM. 

I ask unanimous consent that imme
diately following the disposition of the 
second amendment in disagreement, 
the Senate proceed to the third 
amendment in disagreement, and that 
the Senator from Oregon CMr. PACK
WOOD] be recognized to offer a motion 
to concur in the House amendment 
with an amendment, and the following 
amendments be the only amendments 
in order to the Packwood amendment, 
and limited to the following time 
agreements: 

Chiles-Medicare, 2 hours. 
Chiles-Medicaid, 1 hour. 
Chiles-AFDC, 1 hour. 
Riegle-Lower 86 target, 1 hour. 
Gramm-Alter the sequester proc-

ess, 1 hour. 
Levin-Alter recession language, 1 

hour. 
Riegle-Veterans' programs, 1 hour. 
Byrd-House Democratic alterna

tive, 1 hour. 
Hart-Defense, 40 minutes. 
Gramm-Modified Gramm-Rudman 

with relevant provisions, 1 hour. 
Dole-Modified Gramm-Rudman 

with relevant provisions, 1 hour. 
I further ask unanimous consent 

that a vote occur on the Packwood 
motion as amended, if amended, no 
later than 2 p.m. on Wednesday, No
vember 6, and that no motions to re
commit with instructions be in order, 
and that the foregoing be contingent 
on passage of H.R. 3669. 

Mr. BYRD. I did not hear that. 
Mr. DOLE. That the foregoing be 

contingent on passage of H.R. 3669. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

HECHT). Is there objection. 
[The following proceedings occurred 

after midnight.] 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, re

serving the right to object, I would 
like clarification of what the distin
guished majority leader just said. 

There have been negotiations 
around this body, not on the floor, and 
I do not clearly understand what the 
final proposal is. With great respect, 
may I ask what the unanimous-con
sent agreement means in practical 
terms? 

Mr. DOLE. What we would hope to 
do, if we can reach the unanimous
consent agreement,, is to call up the 5-
day extension of H.R. 3669. 

We have had a lot of discussion. We 
think the House was mistaken in the 
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language forwarded to the Senate. 
There will be an amendment offered 
by Senator Pa~KWOOD which, in our 
opinion, would indicate that by mid
night of November 6, action must be 
taken. That is not clear in the version 
sent to us by the House. 

Following that, if that amendment is 
adopted, we would proceed to passage 
of H.R. 3669; and if that is passed, we 
would go through the conference 
report. 

There are amendments in disagree
ment. The first is a technical amend
ment. The second deals with a mh~
mum tax, and that would be subject to 
amendment by Senators BOREN and 
METZENBAUM. 

Then we would move to the second 
amendment in disagreement, which is 
the major amendment in disagree
ment, and that would be open to 
amendment. We are advised by the 
leadership on the Democratic side that 
amendments would be offered by Sen
ators CHILES, RIEGLE, LEVIN, BYRD, and 
HART. In some cases, three amend
ments or two amendments by Mem
bers on that side. There would be 
amendments on this side by Senator 
GR.Al'4M and the Senator from Kansas, 
the majority leader. 

Once these amendments are dis
posed of, we would have final passage 
no later than 2 p.m. on Wednesday, 
November6. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. With great re
spect to the majority leader, for whom 
I have a very high regard, I believe 
that some of us have been on this 
floor for much of the evening and 
have not been consulted in this 
matter. Accordingly, I object. I would 
like an opportunity to off er an amend
ment of my own. If I could have an 
hour in that sequence, equally divided, 
I would be willing. 

Mr. DOLE. An amendment on what 
topic? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. On the subject of 
the legislation involved and the specif
ics thereof. 

Mr. BYRD. Could the distinguished 
Senator indicate the subject matter? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The subject 
matter will have to do with the eco
nomic assumptions involved in the 
whole sequence. 

Mr. DOLE. There is no objection. 
Mr. BYRD. No objection. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the ma

jority leader. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 

there objection? 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, if 

the Senator will yield, as I understand 
the situation that is evolving, a new 
element has sort of surfaced. 

As I understand it, the entire unani
mous-consent agreement fails or is 
nullified if H.R. 3669 does not pass. 
That is not something that particular
ly appeals to me, since I do not intend 
to vote for H.R. 3669. 

It seems to me somewhat a one-way 
proposition to suggest that one meas
ure may not even be considered and 
brought up and brought to a vote in a 
timely manner unless another matter 
is passed. Would it be agreeable to 
make the same understanding about 
passage of the other-that is, to condi
tion H.R. 3669 on the passage of 
House Joint Resolution 372? I assume 
that that would not be acceptable to 
Senators. But why is it fair one way 
and not the other? 

Mr. DOLE. I say to my colleague 
that I would prefer to have final dispo
sition of H.R. 3669 rather than final 
passage. I do not have any strong feel
ing whether it passes or not. The only 
difference is that if it does not pass, 
we will not have a unanimous-consent 
agreement, and we could probably 
spend a week or two on going over this 
whole territory again. I guess it is the 
price you pay for condensing it to a 
day and a half. 

Many of us felt that we could amend 
the House-passed extension with a sig
nificant amendment which Senator 
PACKWOOD will explain, and have a 
voice vote, or do it by unanimous con
sent; but Members on this side wanted 
a vote, and I think they have a right 
to have a vote. If it is defeated, it is de
feated. We will try something else, like 
tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
would like to further reserve the right 
to object. 

Mr. DOLE. The others will be 
brought up on Monday. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
30 seconds. 

Mr. DOLE. Yes. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 

do not think this is a very good deal. I 
do not like it. I do not like the proce
dure. I do not like anything about it. 

On the other hand, somebody has to 
set out the schedule, and in this case 
the majority leader made the best deal 
he can, and I am not going to object. I 
also am not going to vote for the 
short-term extension. 

I hope the unanimous-consent agree
ment will permit me 2 or 3 minutes to 
explain why I will vote against the ex
tension, which I think is a mistake. 
Frankly, I am not that hot on getting 
a unanimous-consent agreement on 
the other matter, either. 

I say to the majority leader that I 
am not going to throw a monkey 
wrench into the works, but I also am 
not going to vote for the debt limit ex
tension. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Has Senator 
MoYNIHAN's 1 hour been taken care 
of? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleagues and I indicate there is 
no time limit on H.R. 3669. So we have 
plenty of time if Members wish to dis
cuss it. 

The remainder of the agreement is 
contingent on passage. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, if the ma
jority leader will yield, will the majori
ty leader do the Senator from Ken
tucky a favor? Can he do this and get 
us moving? 

Mr. DOLE. Yes. 
TO PREVENT DISINVESTMENT OF THE SOCIAL 

SECURITY TRUST FUNDS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <H.R. 3669) to prevent the disinvest
ment of the Social Security Trust Fund and 
other trust funds. 

The Senate proceeded to consider 
the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 955 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Oregon CMr. PACK

WOOD] proposes an amendment numbered 
955. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
will take a shot at this and see what 
happens and move adoption of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
in the first place, the very title of this 
is in its essence misleading. I believe I 
heard that the clerk recited that this 
is an act to prevent the disinvestments 
of certain funds and in fact that disin
vestment, I guess, has already oc
curred, has it not, at midnight, that 
action went into effect automatically? 
Even if we had passed this legislation 
prior to 12 o'clock and the bill had 
been enrolled, which as it turned out 
would have been impossible because 
the House enrolling officials are not 
available to us to get the bill enrolled, 
even if that has happened and it had 
gone to the President and been signed, 
it would not have changed the out
come one iota. 

I hope, Mr. President-may we have 
order in the Chamber? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Senators take their seats. 
The Senator from Colorado. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 

the impression has been created that 
somehow this so-called disinvestment 
which, by the way, is not an accurate 
term for what is about to occur or 
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what has occurred at midnight, that 
somehow Social · Security recipients 
are placed at a disadvantage. So far as 
I am aware that is not the case. Nor is 
the general fund placed at a disadvan
tage. We are talking about whether or 
not funds will be redeemed from the 
sale by the Social Security Fund of 
Treasury obligations, and this is a 
normal process. It happens all the 
time, and there is a constant rolling 
over of funds being invested and ma
tured and the moneys that are freed 
up by the maturing of the Treasury 
obligations, the so-called disinvest
ment, are then used to pay the obliga
tions of the Social Security Fund, that 
is to say the recipients. It is a normal 
thing. 

There is nothing worrisome about it. 
If this went on for 2 or 3 days, 1 

week, 2 weeks, 1 month, really nothing 
would be damaged, nothing would be 
lost. 

But there is this false note of crisis 
about this particular Treasury funding 
procedure which I for one regret. 

I just do not think the sky is falling 
in and the impression that perhaps it 
is is unfounded, in my judgment. 

Someone might arise to point out 
that perhaps the Social Security Fund 
would lose a few days' interest on a 
small fraction of their total funds. I do 
not dispute that. The interest gained 
thereby would be to the general fund, 
and if it were the desire of Congress at 
some point to make the Social Securi
ty Trust Fund whole, it could do so by 
subsequent legislation, so we are not 
losing control of anything by failing to 
pass this. It is just a question of 
whether or not we want to act on it at 
this hour and in this way and under 
this kind of deadline pressure. 

The second question is whether or 
not the other operations of Govern
ment are going to grind to a halt, and 
they are not. If we do not do anything 
Treasury has through this so-called 
disinvestment procedure come up with 
enough cash to go for another couple 
of weeks. 

So I think, first of all, this is a vain 
act for us to pass this legislation. It is 
in vain. It will not solve any practical 
problem. Nor is it really intended to. 
What it is intended to do is to solve a 
perception problem, the belief that 
somehow the House has passed an ex
tension of the debt limit and, by gosh, 
the Senate just did not have guts 
enough to do that. The reality of it is 
we are not solving any kind of real 
problem. We are just trying to get our
selves off the hook. 

Now, by doing so we may make our
selves and perhaps others feel a little 
better over the weekend, but we are 
compounding the problem that we 
face next week, because the leverage 
we have to pass the so-called Gramm
Rudman-Hollings amendment is pre
cisely the debt limit and what we are 
saying by the passage of this, if we 

pass it, is that when the House sends 
us a bill, whatever it is, whatever its 
content, whatever its intellectual sub
stance, if it deals with this subject, if 
they pass it late in the day or Friday 
afternoon and go home for the week
end, we will conform to their wishes. 

In other words, we are going to look 
them right in the eye, as one of our 
Members put it, so, well, we are going 
to blink, and if we blink again tonight 
what is to say we are not going to 
blink again next Wednesday, or next 
Thursday. And that is the question I 
put to the manager of the bill who I 
know shares my concerns about the 
long-range outlook, and who shares 
my desire that we get some measure of 
meaningful budget reform. How do we 
know that we are not going to blink 
again next week, and I would address 
that to the Senator from Oregon, but 
I will be happy to yield the floor. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, 
could I ask the clerk to read that 
again? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
WARNER). The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike all after the enacting clause and 

insert in lieu thereof: That, during the 
period beginning on the date of enactment 
of this Act and ending on November 6, 1985, 
the public debt limit set forth in subsection 
(b) of section 3101 of title 31 United States 
Code, shall be increased by an amount de
termined by the Secretary of the Treasury 
as necessary to permit the United States to 
meet its obligations without any accelerated 
redemption of securities held by the Social 
Security Trust Fund or any other trust 
funds established pursuant to Federal law. 
No increase under the preceding sentence 
shall result in a public debt limit in excess 
of $1,840,800,000,000. During this period the 
United States may not redeem nonmarketa
ble securities held by any trust fund author
ized by law. The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall use the borrowing authority resulting 
from the increased debt limit in this Act to 
restore with interest nonmarketable securi
ties which have been redeemed after Octo
ber 31, 1985 and prior to the date of enact
ment of this Act. The debt limit shall revert 
to $1,823,800,000,000 on November 6, 1985. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, 
very simply let me explain what this 
does. The reason we are passing this is 
apparently the House sent us a def ec
tive bill. We got it. We looked at it. 
Indeed, there is a wide range of legal 
opinion, but a great portion of legal 
opinion says it is not a 5-day exten
sion. It is a 2-month extension. I know 
they did not intend that but that is 
what they sent us. We could not send 
the bill back. The enrolling clerk is 
gone. They have gone out for the 

night. We are sending a cleaned up 
version. 

What this does is raise the debt limit 
to avoid disinvestment or "redemp
tion" is the better term between No
vember 1 and November 6. 

The maximum debt limit increase al
lowed is $17 billion. The $17 billion in
crease sunsets on November 6, and the 
Secretary shall use the $17 billion to 
eliminate any disinvestment that oc
curred from November 1 to the date of 
enactment and it is repayable with in
terest so the trust fund is whole 
during this 5- or 6-day period. That is 
all the amendment does. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. As the distin

guished chairman knows yesterday I 
had asked if there might be a meeting 
of the subcommittee on Social Securi
ty of which the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado is the chairman and I 
am the ranking minority member, I 
had hoped that we might lay out this 
question in public, which is complicat
ed as these things go, and it is being 
misrepresented and perhaps misunder
stood in many quarters. 

The term "disinvestment," do I cor
rectly understand, is simply a form for 
a word in Treasury vocabulary for re
deeming bonds purchased with Social 
Security funds? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I wish we used 
the word redemption all along because 
disinvestment has a South African 
connotation to it and somehow using 
that word we have given it an odious 
meaning. 

Mr. DOLE. The media likes it. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. The media likes 

it. You know it. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. It means redemp

tion. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Picture this situa

tion. You have one box on one side. 
That is the Social Security Trust 
Fund. And you have another box on 
the other side, which is the Treasury, 
the general fund. Because the Social 
Security Fund has surpluses from time 
to time, it buys these Treasury notes, 
holds them, and the Treasury pays 
them interest. 

Week in, week out, these bonds go 
back and forth. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. If the Senator will 
not mind my saying, it is not quite the 
case that they go back and forth week 
to week. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. No. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Under the 1983 

legislation, it has been the practice, 
that on the first of the month the 
Treasury advances to the Social Secu
rity System the anticipated revenues 
for the full month, and this has made 
it unnecessary in normal cirumstances 
to redeem these bonds at all. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. That is correct. 
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Mr. MOYNIHAN. Inasmuch as the 

system is in surplus and not from time 
to time in surplus; it has been regular
ly in surplus since that legislation was 
enacted. 

Now, sir, two things I ask the Sena
tor to be aware of because one I know 
he is aware of and the second I only 
learned today: first, the redemption of 
long-term bonds poses a prospect of in
terest lost over a 5- and 10-year period 
much larger than the short-term $10 
million that might be involved. As 
much as $1.5 billion could be involved 
if in consequence of the failure of the 
Treasury to be able to abide by the 
law and make the first of the month 
advance, the redemption has to take 
place. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. So long as you 
say, "Inasmuch as." I saw the story on 
Congressman JoNEs' hearing and 
talked with him. I suppose, under the 
worst possible scenario, that could 
h appen over 10 years. I doubt the 
amount would be that much. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. That is something 
that could be measured. 

Second, does the distinguished chair
man know that we learned today that 
twice t his autumn t his "disinvest
ment" has taken place and without 
the knowledge of our committee? He 
need not answer "Yes" if he does not 
know. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. The Senator 
from New York is right. There is a 
common process that has been going 
on. I do not know who has been famil
iar with it . 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Up against this 
deadline, it has happened. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I was familiar 
with it; you were familiar with it. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. No, I was not, nor 
has the Secretary's officials who ap
peared before us on our committee on 
this matter told us about it. 

I, with great regret, question the 
good faith. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Either I am not 
following the Senator's train of ques
tions or I am not understanding him 
correctly. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. According to the 
CBO, twice this autumn this disinvest
ment procedure has taken place while 
up against a debt ceiling. These were 
the only times ever in our knowledge 
this has been done in this context, and 
we were not told. And the prospect of 
it happening this time has been pre
sented to us as the first time ever. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I am not sure I 
can answer that. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I should not be 
surprised that you cannot, I say to my 
friend, because it was learned by us at 
midday and we did not know about it 
even yesterday when I was asking if 
we might have a public hearing today. 

May I just make three points? One is 
that there is a question of whether the 
public trustees knew about this. There 
is a question whether our committee 

knew about this. And there is, indeed, 
a question of the long-term conse
quences that would arise in terms of 
interest return. 

The Senator has agreed, generously 
and characteristically, that there will 
be a meeting next week, Thursday, I 
believe, is the day. May I say to the 
Senator that we have perhaps need
lessly jeopardized the appearances of 
the matter with regard to the Social 
Security Trust Fund and I would have 
hoped it would not have happened. 
But I dare to say it has happened. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
do not think this is the moment to go 
too deeply into this, but I do not want 
to leave the RECORD in quite that 
state. I do think there has been some 
unnecessary appearance of a problem 
created, but I do not think it was the 
Treasury that created that appear
ance. 

Mr. CHILES. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. I am yielding 

the floor. 
Mr. CHILES. I just ask the Senator, 

because he has talked about this being 
a perception problem and there being 
no real reason to pass this extension 
because all we were dealing with is a 
perception problem. Now, I under
stand the perception problem is no 
fault of the Treasury at all. I will read 
you an AP wire story on October 28. 

We are running up against the possibility 
that we might have to divest t he Social Se
curity Trust Fund, shortchanging that 
Trust Fund of accumulated interest, all be
cause of the unexcusable dithering and 
delay in meeting the responsibility about 
raising the debt ceiling. 

That is t he Commander in Chief, 
Ronald Reagan, who made that state
ment. 

Now, if there is a perception prob
lem-and I agree there is-I would say 
to my good friend from Colorado that 
that perception problem comes from 
the top, the very top, at the head of 
Pennsylvania Avenue. 

We are trying to respond to that per
ception problem. Yes; we are trying to 
reassure some senior citizens that 
their trust fund will not be depleted. 
And, yes, we have to respond to that 
because we do have a perception prob
lem. 

But it may be more than that, I say 
to my good friend from Colorado, be
cause I note that there is some lan
guage in the amendment by the chair
man of the Finance Committee that 
says that "the Treasury shall use the 
borrowing authority resulting from 
the increased debt limit in this act to 
restore with interest nonmarketable 
securities which have been redeemed 
after October 31, 1985, and prior to 
the date of enactment of this act." 

So we think enough about it that we 
are putting something in this amend
ment saying we are going to pay the 
money back. And we have the Com
mander-in-Chief saying that we are 

dithering around and because of that 
there will be this terrible word "disin
vestment" of these funds. I will say 
that if there is a perception problem it 
comes from the top. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. If the Senator 
will yield, the point I made earlier
and perhaps, with fatigue, I did not 
make it clearly-is that to remedy 
whatever underlying problem there is, 
we can solve that next Monday or next 
week or next month if there is a desire 
of doing so. There is no emergency, no 
doubt of the checks going out or 
Social Security benefits being paid. 

As I pointed out, to the extent inter
est may be lost, if it is the desire to 
make the trust fund whole for that, 
we can do that in any subsequent leg
islative enactment. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 
wonder if I could ask the Senator from 
Oregon a question or two. It is my un
derstanding that no matter what we 
do tonight, whether we pass the House 
bill or whether we pass the House bill 
as amended by the Senator from 
Oregon, whatever we do will not 
become law tonight; is that correct? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. It cannot become 
law tonight because we are changing 
t he House bill that they sent to us and 
t hey have gone out for t he night and 
cannot receive it. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Even if we passed 
the House bill as it has come to us? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. It still would not 
become law tonight. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Why is that? 
. PACKWOOD. Assuming t hat we 

did not change it a bit and sent it 
back, they have gone out. T heir enroll
ing clerk is gone. They h ave no one 
there t o receive it. They have got to 
receive it, enroll it , and t ake it t o the 
President. 

Mr. DANFORTH. So, in other 
words, when we are here at 12:30 in 
the morning, we create this great 
sense that this is an emergency and 
that we must take care of the emer
gency right now or else something ter
rible will happen, but, regardless of 
what we do tonight, it would be some
time on Monday before anything 
would become law; is that correct? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. The House could 
come back tomorrow. 

Mr. DANFORTH. The House could 
come back tomorrow? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Later today, I 
should say. 

Mr. DANFORTH. But I believe they 
have recessed until noon on Monday. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. But if it is a true 
emergency, they could come back. 

Mr. DANFORTH. That is correct. Is 
there any sense of emergency in the 
mind of the Senator from Oregon? Do 
you believe that there is any possibili
ty that a single Social Security bene
ficiary will have a single check delayed 
by a minute or reduced by a penny? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. No. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the amendment. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. One quick remark. 

The issue of lost interest is a legiti
mate issue to the trust fund. It would 
be in the smallest community and the 
s~allest amount. It is not a question 
of whether we wish to address it. We 
must address it. And I have asked the 
Treasury to come to us on Thursday 
with legislation that does. We cannot 
and we ought not have any question 
about whether we will do this. We will 
do it. I wonder if the chairman does 
not agree that, of course, we will do 
this. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. The chairman 
does not agree what? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. That, of course, 
we will see that the trust funds are 
made whole. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. That is even in 
the debt limit extension that we have; 
yes. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Sena
tor for his response. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment <No. 955) was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendment and the third reading of 
the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I 

ask for the yeas and nays on final pas
sage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

bill having been read the third time, 
the question is, Shall it pass? The yeas 
and nays have been ordered and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from South Dakota CMr. 
ABDNOR], the Senator from North 
Dakota CMr. ANDREWS], the Senator 
from Maine CMr. COHEN], the Senator 
from New York CMr. D'AMATo], the 
Senator from North Carolina CMr. 
EAST], the Senator from Arizona CMr. 
GOLDWATER], the Senator from Oregon 
CMr. HATFIELD], the Senator from 
Nevada CMr. LAxALT1, the Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI], the 
Senator from Indiana CMr. QUAYLE], 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
RoTHJ, the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. SPECTER], the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. STAFFORD], the Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], the Sena
tor from Wyoming CMr. WALLOP], and 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
WEICKER] are necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. BENT
SEN], the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
BIDEN], the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
DECONCINI], the Senator from Missou
ri [Mr. EAGLETON], the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], the Senator from 
Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. JOHNSTON], the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR], 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
STENNIS], the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. SARBANES], and the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] are nec
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who wish to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 51, 
nays 22, as follows: 

CRollcall Vote No. 278 Leg.] 
YEAS-51 

Bingaman Gramm Mitchell 
Boschwltz Hart Moynihan 
Bradley Hatch Murkowskl 
Bumpers Hawkins Nunn 
Burdick Hecht Packwood 
Byrd Heinz Pell 
Chafee Hollings Pressler 
Chiles Kassebaum Riegle 
Cochran Kerry Rockefeller 
Dixon Lautenberg Rudman 
Dodd Leahy Simon 
Dole Levin Simpson 
Domenlcl Long Thurmond 
Durenberger Lugar Trible 
Ford Mathias Warner 
Garn Matsunaga Wilson 
Gore Melcher 
Gorton Metzenbaum 

NAYS-22 
Armstrong Glenn McConnell 
Baucus Grassley Nickles 
Boren Heflin Proxmire 
Cranston Helms Sasser 
Danforth Humphrey Symms 
Denton Kasten Zorinsky 
Evans Mattingly 
Exon McClure 

NOT VOTING-27 
Abdnor Goldwater Quayle 
Andrews Harkin Roth 
Bentsen Hatfield Sarbanes 
Blden Inouye Specter 
Cohen Johnston Stafford 
D' Amato Kennedy Stennis 
DeConclnl Laxalt Stevens 
Eagleton Murkowskl Wallop 
East Pryor Welcker 

So the bill <H.R. 3669 > as amended 
was passed. 

Mr. DOLE. I move to reconsider the 
vote by which the bill was passed. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleagues. Now that we have done 
this, it is probably safe to say it does 
not mean anything. In any event, I un
derstand that if the House even would 
act tonight or tomorrow, Treasury 
would still not be in def a ult until the 
14th of November. Had we not acted, 
they would not be in default until the 
14th of November. Had we acted on 
the House-passed bill, it would not 
have been in default until the 14th of 
November. Had we acted as we did act 
it would not be in default until the 

14th of November. So it has been in
teresting, but not very productive. 

Having said that, Mr. President, I 
think it is fair to say that it seemed to 
some of us that the unanimous-con
sent agreement is important. Other
wise, we would spend another week or 
more on this issue. Under the unani
mous-consent agreement, we will now 
be able to complete action and send it 
back to the House, where I assume 
they will be in conference until the 
14th of November. So we will see what 
happens. 

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, 
NOVEMBER 4, 1985 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
Senate convenes on Monday, Novem
ber 4, 1985, the reading of the Journal 
be dispensed with; no resolutions come 
over under the rule; the call of the 
Calendar be dispensed with; and fol
lowing the recognition of the two lead
ers under the standing order, there be 
a special order in favor of the Senator 
from South Carolina CMr. THuRMOND], 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
PROXMIRE], and the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. GoRE], for not to exceed 
15 minutes each, to be followed by a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business not to extend 
beyond the hour of 11 a.m., with Sena
tors permitted to speak therein for not 
more than 5 minutes each; provided 
further that the morning hour be 
deemed to have expired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

NATIONAL SCIENCE, ENGINEER
ING, AND MATHEMATICS AU
THORIZATION ACT OF 1986 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask that 

the Chair lay before the Senate a mes
sage from the House of Representa
tives on H.R. 1210. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid 
before the Senate the following mes
sage from the House of Representa
tives: 

Resolved, That the House agree to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill CH.R. 
1210> entitled "An Act to authorize appro
priations to the National Science Founda
tion for the fiscal year 1986, and for other 
purposes", with the following amendment: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: 
That this Act may be cited as the "National 
Science, Engineering, and Mathematics Au
thorization Act of 1986". 

TITLE I-NATIONAL SCIENCE 
FOUNDATION AUTHORIZATION 

SHORT TITLE 

SEC. 101. This title may be cited as the 
"National Science Foundation Authoriza
tion Act/or Fiscal Year 1986". 

.A UTHORIZA.TION OF .APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 102. fa) There are authorized to be ap
propriated to the National Science Founda-
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tion, for the fiscal year 1986, the sums set 
forth in the following categories: 

(1J Advanced Scienti/ic Computing, 
$46,230,000. 

(2) Astronomical, Atmospheric, Earth, and 
Ocean Sciences, $359,670,000. 

(3) Biological, Behavioral, and Social Sci
ences, $262,010,000. 

(4) Engineering, $169, 796,000. 
(5) Mathematical and Physical Sciences, 

$408,820,000. 
(6) Scienti/ic, Technological, and Interna

tional Affairs, $37, 770,000. 
(7) Program Development and Manage

ment, $72,230,000. 
f8J Science and Engineering Education, 

$50,550,000. 
(9) United States Antarctic Program, 

$110,080,000. 
(b)(1J Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of this Act, from the amounts author
ized under subsection (aJ-

fAJ not less than $1,000,000 are authorized 
only for the purposes of the ethics and 
values in science and technology program; 
and 

fBJ not less than $3,000,000 are authorized 
only for purposes of the Policy Research and 
Analysis program. 
The Foundation shall report to the Commit
tees on Labor and Human Resources and 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate on the distribution of the funds 
made available under subparagraph (AJ of 
this paragraph not later than December 30, 
1986. 

(cJ In the obligation, use, and expenditure 
of the amounts appropriated for Biotic Sys
tems and Resources under the authority pro
vided in subsection faH3J and for Atmos
pheric Sciences under the authority provid
ed in subsection faH2J, emphasis shall be 
placed on basic scienti/ic research to sup
port a better understanding of the phenom
ena that contribute to acid rain. 

SCIENTIFIC REVIEW PRIOR TO CLOSURE OF A 
NATIONAL FACILITY 

SEC. 103. Of the funds authorized to be ap
propriated in section 102, no funds shall be 
expended with respect to closure of a Na
tional facility without appropriate scientiJ
ic review, including review by the National 
Science Foundation's appropriate advisory 
committee or committees and the National 
Science Board. 

AVAILABILITY 
SEC. 104. Appropriations made under au

thority provided in sections 102 and 106 
shall remain available for obligation for pe
riods speciJied in the Acts making the ap
propriations. 

OFFICIAL EXPENSES 

SEC. 105. From appropriations made 
under authorizations provided in this Act, 
not more than $3,500 for fiscal year 1986 
may be used for official consultation, repre
sentation, or other extraordinary expenses 
at the discretion of the Director of the Na
tional Science Foundation. The determina
tion of the Director shall be final and con
clusive upon the accounting officers of the 
Government. 

FOREIGN CURRENCY AUTHOR17.ATION 
SEc. 106. In addition to the sums author

ized by section 102, not more than 
$1,000,000 for fiscal year 1986 are author
ized to be appropriated for expenses of the 
National Science Foundation incurred out
side the United States, to be drawn from for
eign currencies that the Treasury Depart
ment determines to be excess to the normal 
requirements of the United States. 

TRANSFERS AUTHORIZED 
SEc. 107. (al Funds may be transferred 

among the categories listed in section 
102faJ, so long as the net funds transferred 
to or from any category do not exceed 10 
percent of the amount authorized for that 
category in section 102. 

(bJ Tha Director of the Foundation may 
propose transfers to or from any category ex
ceeding 10 percent of the amounts author
ized for that category in section 102. An ex
planation of any such proposed transfer 
must be transmitted in writing to the Speak
er of the House, the President of the Senate, 
the Committees on Labor and Human Re
sources and Commerce, Science, and Trans
portation of the Senate, and the Committee 
on Science and Technology of the House of 
Representatives. The proposed transfer may 
be made only when thirty calendar days 
have passed aJter submission of the written 
proposal. 

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 
SEC. 108. The National Science Founda

tion is authorized to design, establish, and 
maintain a data collection and analysis ca
pability in the Foundation for the purpose 
of identifying and assessing the research fa
cilities needs of universities. The needs of 
universities, by major field of science and 
engineering, for construction and modern
ization of research laboratories, including 
fixed equipment and major research equip
ment, shall be documented. University ex
penditures for the construction and modern
ization of research facilities, the sources of 
funds, and other appropriate data shall be 
collected and analyzed. The Foundation, in 
conjunction with other appropriate Federal 
agencies, shall conduct the necessary sur
veys every 2 years and report the results to 
the Congress. The first report shall be sub
mitted to the Congress by September 1, 1986. 
NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION ADMINISTRATIVE 

AMENDMENTS 

SEC. 109. fa) The last sentence of section 
4feJ of the National Science Foundation Act 
of 1950 (42 U.S.C. 1863feJJ is amended by 
striking out ''by registered mail or certi/ied 
mail mailed to his last known address of 
record". 

fbJ Section 5(eJ of the National Science 
Foundation Act of 1950 (42 U.S.C. 1864(eJJ is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(e)(1J The Director may make grants, 
contracts, and other arrangements pursuant 
to section 11fcJ only with the prior approval 
of the Board or under authorit11 delegated by 
the Board, and subject to such conditions as 
the Board may spec1J'll. 

"(2J Any delegation of authority or impo
sition of conditions under the preceding aen
tence shall be effective only for auch period 
of time, not exceeding two 11ears, as the 
Board may spec1J'I/, and ahall be promptly 
published in the Federal Register and re
ported to the Committees on Labor and 
Human Resources and Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation of the Senate and the 
Committee on Science and Technolow of 
the House of Representatives. On October 1 
of each odd-numbered 11ear the Board shall 
submit to the Congres1 a concise report 
which explains and Just1/ie8 any actions 
taken by the Board under this subsection to 
delegate its authorit11 or impose conditions 
within the preceding two 11ears. The provi
sions of this .!ubsection shall cease to be ef
fective at the end of fiscal 11ear 1989. ". 

fcJ Section 12 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1871) 
is amended-

f1J by striking out "fa)" aJter "S6c. 12. "; 
and 

(2J by striking out subaection f'bJ. 

fdJ Section 9 of the National Science 
Foundation Act of 1950 (42 U.S.C. 1868) is 
amended to read as follows: 

''sPECIAL COllJllSSIONS 

"SEC. 9. fa) Each special commission es
tablished under section 4fhJ shall be ap
pointed by the Board and ahall consist of 
such memben as the Board considers appro
priate. 

"(bJ Special commissions may be estab
lished to study and make recommendations 
to the Foundation on issues relating to re
search and education in science and engi
neering.". 

feH1J Section 14 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1873) is amended-

fAJ b11 striking out subsection fbJ; 
fBJ by redesignating subsections fcJ 

through fiJ as subsections fbJ through fhJ, 
respectively; and 

fCJ by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(iJ In.tormation supplied to the Founda
tion or a contractor of the Foundation by 
an industrial or commercial organization 
in survey forms, questionnaires, or similar 
instruments for the purposes of subsection 
fa)(5J or (a)(6J of section 3 may not be dis
closed to the public unless such in.tormation 
has been transformed into statistical or ag
gregate formats that do not allow the identi
fication of the supplier. The names of orga
nizations supplying such in/ormatio'l may 
not be disclosed to the public.". 

f2J Sections 3fbJ and 15fb)(1J of such Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1862fbJ, 1874fb)(1JJ are each 
amended by striking out "14(gJ" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "14ffJ". 

(fJ Section 10 of the National Science 
Foundation Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 
1978 (42 U.S.C. 1873faJJ, is repealed. 

(gJ Section 6faJ of the National Science 
Foundation Authorization Act, 1976 (42 
U.S.C. 1881a(aJJ is amended-

(1) by striking out "not to exceed $50,000 
per year for a period not to exceed three 
yean" in the last sentence; and 

f2J by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new sentence: "The National Science 
Board wiU periodically establish the 
amounts and terms of such grants under 
this section.". 

fhJ Section 6 of the National Science 
Foundation Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 
1978 (42 U.S.C. 1884),. is repealed; and sec
tions 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, and 14 of auch Act 
are redesignated as sections 6 through 12, re
spectively. 

fiJ Section 9 of the National Science Foun
dation Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1980 (42 U.S.C. 1882) is amended by insert
ing "and the National Science Board" aJter 
"the Director of the National Science Foun
dation". 
AJIBNDllENT TO THE NATIONAL SCIENCE l'OUNDA

TION ACT 0, 1950 RELATING TO ENGINEERING 
Szc. 110. fa) The National Science Foun

dation Act of 1950 (42 U.S.C. 1861 through 
1875) is amended as follows: 

f1J Section 3fa)(1J (42 U.S.C. 1862fa)(1JJ is 
amended-

( Al by striking out "engineering,"; 
fBJ by inserting aJter "other sciences," the 

following: "and to initiate and support re
search fundamental to the engineering proc
ess and programs to strengthen engineering 
research potential and engineering educa
tion programs at all levels in the various 
/f.elds of engineering,"; and 

f CJ by striking out "such scienti.fic and 
educational activities" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "auch acient~. engineering, and 
educational activities". 
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(2) Section 3fa)(2J f42 U.S.C. 1862fa)(2JJ is 

amended by striking out "in the mathemati
cal, physical, medical, biological, engineer
ing, social, and other sciences" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "for study and research 
in the sciences or in engineering". 

f3J Section 3fa)(3J f42 U.S.C. 1862faH3JJ is 
amended-

fAJ by inserting "and engineering" after 
"scientiJic"; and 

fBJ by inserting "and engineers" after 
"scientists". 

f4J Section 3faH4J (42 U.S.C. 1862fa)(4JJ is 
amended-

fAJ by inserting "and engineering" after 
"scienti.{ic"; and 

fBJ by inserting "and engineering" after 
"sciences". 

f5J Section 3fa)(5J f42 U.S.C. 1862fa)(5JJ is 
amended by inserting "and fields of engi
neering" after "sciences". 

(6) Section 3faH6J (42 U.S.C. 1862fa)(6JJ is 
amended by striking out "technical" each 
place it appears and inserting in lie·u. there
of "engineering". 

f7J Section 3faH7J f42 U.S.C. 1862fa)(7JJ is 
amended by inserting "and engineering" 
after "scienti.{ic". 

f8J Section 3fbJ f42 U.S.C. 1862fbJJ is 
amended by inserting "and engineering" 
after "scientijic" each place it appears. 

(9) Section 3fcJ (42 U.S.C. 1862fcJJ is 
amended-

fAJ by inserting "and engineering" after 
"scientiJic" in the first sentence; and 

fBJ by inserting "and engineering re
search" after "applied scienti.{ic research" 
in the second sentence. 

f10J Section 3fdJ (42 U.S.C. 1862fdJJ is 
amended by striking out ''basic research and 
education in the sciences" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "research and education in sci
ence and engineering". 

f11J Section 3feJ f42 U.S.C. 1862feJJ is 
amended by inserting "and engineering" 
after "sciences". 

f12J Section 4fcJ (42 U.S.C. 1863fcJJ is 
amended-

fAJ by inserting "and engineering" after 
"scienti.{ic" in clause f3J of the first sen
tence; 

fBJ by inserting "and engineers" after 
"scientists" in the second sentence; and 

fCJ by inserting "the National Academy of 
Engineering," after "National Academy of 
Sciences,·: and inserting ", engineering," 
after "scienti.{ic': in the third sentence. 

f13J The first sentence of section 10 f42 
U.S.C. 1869) is amended by striking out "sci
entijic study or scientific work in the math
ematical, physical, medical, biological, engi
neering, social, and other sciences" and in
serting in lieu thereof "study and research 
in the sciences or in engineering". 

f14J Section 11 f42 U.S.C. 1870) is amend
ed-

fAJ by inserting "or engineering" after 
"scienti.{ic" each place it appears in subsec
tions fcJ, fdJ, and fiJ; 

fBJ by striking out "technical" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "engineering" in subsec
tion fgJ; and 

fCJ by striking out "scientific value" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "scientific or engi
neering value" in subsection fgJ. 

f15J Section 12 f42 U.S.C. 1871), as amend
ed by section 109fcJ of this Act. is further 
amended by inserting "or engineering" after 
"scientific". 

(16) Section 13faJ (42 U.S.C. 1872faJJ is 
amended-

fAJ by inserting "or engineering" after 
"scienti.{ic" each place it appears in the first 
two sentences; 

fBJ by inserting "or engineers" after "sci
entists"; and 

fCJ by striking out "scientific study or sci
entific work" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"study and research in the sciences or in en
gineering". 

f17J Section 13fbJ (42 U.S.C. 1872fbJJ is 
amended by inserting "or engineering" after 
"scientific". 

f18J Section 14 (42 U.S.C. 1873), as amend
ed by section 109feJ of this Act. is further 
amended-

fAJ by inserting "or engineering" after 
"scientific" each place it appears in subsec
tion f eJ; and 

fBJ by striking out "technical" in subsec
tion ffJ and inserting in lieu thereof "engi
neering". 

f19J Section 15fbJ f42 U.S.C. 1874fbJJ is 
amended-

fAJ by striking out "technical" in para
graph f 1J and inserting in lieu thereof "engi
neering"; and 

fBJ by inserting "or engineering" after 
"scientific" in paragraph f2J. 

fbJ Section 2fbJ of the National Science 
Foundation Authorization Act. 1976 (42 
U.S.C. 1869aJ is amended by inserting "or 
engineering" after "science" each place it 
appears. 
AMENDMENT TO SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY ACT RELATING TO ENGi· 
NEERING 
SEC. 111. fa) The first section of the Na

tional Science Foundation Authorization 
and Science and Technology Equal Opportu
nities Act (42 U.S.C. 1861, note) is amended 
by striking out "Technology" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "Engineering". 

fbJ Part B of the National Science Foun
dation Authorization and Science and Tech
nology Equal Opportunities Act (42 U.S.C. 
1885 to 1885fdJJ is amended as follows: 

f1J Section 31 f42 U.S.C. 1885) is amended 
by striking out "Technology" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "Engineering". 

f2J Section 32faJ (42 U.S.C. 1885faJJ is 
amended-

fAJ by striking out "technology" and in
serting in lieu thereof "engineering"; and 

fBJ by striking out "scientijic talent and 
technical skills" and inserting in lieu there
of "scientific and engineering talents and 
skills". 

f3J The first sentence of section 32fbJ (42 
U.S.C. 1885fbJJ is amended-

fAJ by striking out "skills in science and 
mathematics" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"skills in science, engineering, and mathe
matics"; 

fBJ by striking out "technical" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "engineering"; 

fCJ by striking out "scient1Jic literacy" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "scient1Jic and 
engineering literac11"; and 

fDJ by striking out "technolow" and in
serting in lieu thereof "engineering". 

f4J The second sentence of section 32fbJ 
f42 U.S.C. 1885fbJJ is amended-

fAJ by striking out "highest qualit11 sci
ence" and inserting in lieu thereof ''highest 
quality science and engineering",· and 

(BJ by striking out "technolog11" and in
serting in lieu thereof "engineering". 

f5J The third sentence of section 32fbJ (42 
U.S.C. 1885fbJJ is amended b's/ striking out 
"technology" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"engineering". 

f6J Section 33 (42 U.S.C. 1885aJ is amend
ed-

fAJ by striking out "technology" and 
"technical" each place they appear and in
serting in lieu thereof "engineering"; 

fBJ by inserting ", engineering," a.tter "sci
ence" in paragraph f2J; 

fCJ by inserting "and engineers" after 
"scientists" each place it appears,· 

fDJ by inserting " and engineering" after 
"science" in paragraph f10J; and 

fEJ by striking out "science, engineering, 
and technology" in paragraph f11J and in
serting in lieu thereof "science and engineer
ing". 

f7J Section 34 f42 U.S.C. 1885bJ is amend
ed-

fAJ by striking out "science education" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "science and 
engineering education"; and 

fBJ by striking out "technology" and in
serting in lieu thereof "engineering". 

f8J Section 36 (42 U.S.C. 1885cJ is amend
ed-

(A) by striking out "TECHNOLOGY" in the 
heading and "Technology" and "technolo
gy" each place they appear, and inserting in 
lieu thereof "ENGINEERING", "Engineering", 
and "engineering': respectively; and 

fBJ by striking out "scienti.{ic engineering, 
professional, and technical" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "scientijic, engineering, and 
professional". 

f9J Section 37fbJ (42 U.S.C. 1885dfbJJ is 
amended-

fAJ by striking out "technical" each place 
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof "en
gineering"; and 

fBJ by striking out "Technology" in para
graph f3J and inserting in lieu thereof "En
gineering". 

f10J The heading of such part Bis amend
ed by striking out "TECHNOLOGY" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "ENGINEERING". 

PRIVATE SECTOR SURVEY REVIEW 
SEC. 112. Within 90 days after the date of 

the enactment of this Act the Director of the 
National Science Foundation shall review 
the recommendations of the President's Pri
vate Sector Survey on Cost Control and such 
other recommendations as may be included 
in the OMB report "Management of the 
United States Government-1986': and shall 
submit a report to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, the President of the 
Senate, and the appropriate Committees of 
the House and Senate on the implementa
tion status of each 3UCh recommendation 
which affects the National Science Founda
tion and which is within the authority and 
control of the Director. 
TITLE II-EDUCATION FOR ECONOMIC 

SECURITY REAUTHORIZATION 
PART A-NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 

MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCE PROGRAMS 
MATHEMATICS, SCIENCE, AND ENGINEERING 

EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
SEC. 201. Title I of the Education for Eco

nomic Security Act (Public Law 98-377) is 
amended to read as follows: 
"TITLE I-NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDA

TION SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING 
EDUCATION 

"POLICY 
"SEC. 101. fa) The Congress declares that 

the science and engineering education re
sponsibilities of the National Science Foun
dation are-

"f1J to improve the quality of instruction 
in the fields of mathematics, science, and 
engineering; 

"f2J to support research, fellowships, 
teacher-faculty-business exchange programs 
in mathematics, science, and engineering; 

"f3J to improve the quality and availabil
ity of instrumentation for mathematics, sci
ence, and engineering instruction; 

"f4J to encourage partnerships in educa
tion between local and State education 
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agencies, business and industry, colleges 
and universities, and cultural and profes
sional institutions and societies; and 

"(5) to improve the quality of education at 
all levels in the fields of mathematics, sci
ence, and engineering. 

"fb) In exercising its responsibilities to 
strengthen scientific and engineering re
search potential and science and engineer
ing education programs at all levels, the 
Foundation shall avoid undue concentra
tion of support for research and education 
activities. 

"FUNCTIONAL OBJECTIVES," USES OF FUNDS 
"Sec. 102. fa) In carrying out its science 

and engineering education responsibilities, 
the Foundation shall have the following 
functional objectives: public understanding 
of science and technology, faculty enhance
ment, student education and training, in
structional development and instrumenta
tion, and materials development and dis
semination. 

"fb) Funds under this title shall, consist
ent with such functional objectives, be used 
for-

"(1) enhancement of public understanding 
of science and engineering through in.formal 
education activities using a variety of medi
ums such as broadcasting, museums, clubs, 
and amateur science societies; 

"f2) development of new science and engi
neering faculty resources and talents; 

"(3) enhancement of the quality of science 
and engineering instruction in colleges of 
teacher education; 

"f4) development of four-year college fac
ulty and instructors in high technology 
fields; 

"f5) development of two-year community 
college faculty and instructors especially in 
high technology fields; 

"(6) development of precollege mathemat
ics, science and engineering education and 
training; 

"(7) encouragement of potential students, 
including underrepresented and under
served populations, to pursue careers in 
mathematics, science, engineering, and crit
ical foreign languages; 

"f8) development of instructional instru
mentation and systems for postsecondary 
technical, engineering, and scientific educa
tion; and 

"(9) development of science, engineering, 
and education networks to aid in the devel
opment and dissemination of successful cur
ricula, methods, and materials. 

"TEACHER INSTITUTES 
"Sec. 103. fa) The Foundation shall, in ac

cordance with the provisions of this title, 
make competitive grants to institutions of 
higher education, businesses, nonprofit pri
-r;ate organizations (including schools), local 
education agencies, professional engineer
ing and scientific associations, museums, li
braries, public broadcasting entities fas de
fined in section 397(11) of the Communica
tions Act of 1934), and appropriate State 
agencies to support institutes and work
shops for supervisors and teachers in public 
and private elementary and secondary 
schools for the purpose of improving the 
subject knowledge and teaching skills of 
such teachers in the areas of mathematics 
and science. 

"fb) In making grants under this section, 
the Foundation shall assure that there is an 
equitable distribution among States of insti
tutes established and operated with funds 
made available under this section. The 
Foundation shall award not less than one 
institute in each State, except that the Foun
dation may waive this requirement iJ there 

is no proposal from a State which meets the 
requirements of this title. Proposals which 
exceed $300,000 in any fiscal year incorpo
rating the services or resources of more than 
two entities in the design and operation of 
the institute, may be funded at the discre
tion of the Director of the Foundation. 

"fc) Institutes assisted under this title 
may, to the extent possible, involve the coop
eration of advanced technology businesses 
and other businesses which are able to 
supply assistance in the teaching of mathe
matics and science. 

"fd) In making grants under this title, the 
Foundation shall require assurances that 
local education agencies will be involved in 
the planning and development of the insti
tute in the case of applications submitted by 
other eligible applicants described in subsec
tion fa) of this section, or that one or more 
such applicants will be involved in the plan
ning and development of the institute in the 
case of applications submitted by State or 
local education agencies. 
"MATERIALS DEVELOPMENT AND METHODS RE

SEARCH FOR MATHEMATICS, SCIENCE, AND ENGI
NEERING 
"SEC. 104. fa) The Foundation is author

ized. in accordance with the provisions of 
this title, to award competitive grants to in
stitutions of higher education, businesses, 
nonprofit private organizations, local edu
cation agencies, professional engineering 
and scientific associations, museums, li
braries, public broadcasting entities fas de
fined in section 397(11) of the Communica
tions Act of 1934), and appropriate State 
agencies-

"(1) for instructional curriculum improve
ment and faculty development in mathemat
ics, science, and engineering; 

"(2) for programs designed to enhance 
public understanding of mathematics, sci
ence, and engineering, including the use of 
public broadcasting entities; and 

"( 3) for research on methods of instruction 
and educational programs in mathematics, 
science, engineering, and critical foreign 
languages. 

"fb) Studies conducted under subsection 
fa)(3) may include-

"(1) teaching and learning research and 
its application to locc:.l and private sector 
instructional materials development and to 
improved teacher training programs; 

"(2) research on the use of local and in.for
mal science education activities; 

"( 3) research on recruitment, retention, 
and improvement of mathematics, science, 
engineering, and critical languages facul
ties; and 

"(4) analysis of materials and methods for 
mathematics, science, and engineering edu
cation used in other countries and their po
tential application in the United States. 

"fc) Funds awarded for such competitive 
grants shall be expended through a system 
requiring matching of the grant. The mini
mum amount required as a match shall be 
equal to a percentage of the grant that is de
termined by the Foundation. Funds made 
available for matching purposes may in
clude in-kind services or other resources. 

"fd) In making grant applications for ma
terials or methods research for the purposes 
described in subsections fa)(1) and fa)(3), 
the Foundation shall assure the involvement 
of appropriate State or local education 
agencies in the case of applications submit
ted by other entities described in subsection 
fa), or that one or more of such other enti
ties will be consulted in the case of applica
tions submitted by State or local education 
agencies. 

"GRADUATE FELLOWSHIPS 
"SEC. 105. The Foundation is authorized, 

in accordance with the provisions of this 
title, to establish and carry out a program of 
graduate fellowships for the purpose of en
couraging and assisting promising students 
to continue their education and research in 
mathematics, science, and engineering. 

"OTHER FUNCTIONAL ACTIVITIES 
"SEC. 106. fa) The Foundation is author

ized to expend up to 15 per centum of the 
funds available for science and engineering 
education for applications which the Foun
dation determines will meet one or more of 
the functional objectives described in sec
tion 102fb). 

"fb) Such programs may include a pro
gram for the exchange of mathematics, sci
ence, or engineering faculty between institu
tions of higher education (particularly insti
tutions having nationally recognized re
search facilities) and eligible institutions. 
For the purposes of this section, the term 'el
igible institution• means an institution of 
higher education which-

"(1) has an enrollment which includes a 
substantial percentage of students who are 
members of a minority group, or who are 
economically or educationally disadvan
taged,· or 

"(2) is located in a community that is not 
within commuting distance of a maJor insti
tution of higher education; and 

"(3) demonstrates a commitment to meet 
the special educational needs of students 
who are members of a minority group or are 
economically or educationally disadvan
taged. 

"SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING EDUCATION 
STRATEGIC PLAN 

"SEC. 107. The Foundation shall develop a 
five-year strategic plan for science and engi
neering education, to be up-dated on an 
annual basis, and submitted to the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources of the 
Senate, and the Committee on Science and 
Technology of the House of Representatives 
by November 30 of each year. 

'~PROVAL OF PROPOSALS 
"SEC. 108. The Foundation shall adopt ap

proval procedures designed to assure that 
awards are made on the basis of the scientif
ic and educational merit as determined by 
the peer review process. To the maximum 
extent possible, the Foundation shall assure 
that there is an equitable distribution of re
sources with respect to institutions and geo
graphical areas. 

"SPECIAL CONSIDERATION OF UNDERREPRE· 
SENTED AND UNDERSERVED POPULATIONS 

"SEC. 109. In providing financial assist
ance under this title, the Foundation shall 
make every effort to ensure that consider
ation is given to proposals which contain 
provisions designed to meet the needs of un
derrepresented and underserved popula
tions. 

'~ VAILABILITY OF FUNDS 
"SEC. 110. Funds to carry out this title for 

any fiscal year shall be made available from 
amounts appropriated pursuant to annual 
authorizations of appropriations for the Na
tional Science Foundation for Science and 
Engineering Education. For fiscal year 1986, 
funds to carry out this title shall be avail
able from amounts authorized by section 
102fa)(8) of the National Science Founda
tion Authorization Act for fiscal year 1986. 

"PROHIBITION AGAINST THE FEDERAL CONTROL 
OF EDUCATION 

"SEC. 111. The provisions of section 432 of 
the General Education Provisions Act, relat-
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ing to prohibition against Federal control of 
education, shall apply to each program and 
award authorized by this title. 

"PARTICIPATION OF TEACHERS FROM PRIVATE 
SCHOOLS 

"SEC. 112. The Foundation shall, a.tter con
sultation with appropriate private school 
representatives, make provision for the ben
efit of teachers in private elementary and 
secondary schools in the programs author
ized by this title, in order to assure equitable 
participation of such teachers.". 
PART B-EDUCtTION FOR ECONOMIC SECURITY 

DEFINITIONS 
SEC. 221. Section 3f1) of the Act is amend

ed by striking out "section 195(2) of the Vo
cational Education Act of 1965" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "section 521 ( 3) of the Carl 
D. Perkins Vocational Educational Act.". 

PROGRAM REA lmlORIZATION 
SEC. 222. fa) Section 203fb) of the Act is 

amended-
(1) by striking out "and'~ and 
f2) by inserting a.tter "1985" a comma and 

the following: "and $350,000,000 for each of 
the fiscal years 1986, 1987, and 1988". 

fb) Section 205 of the Act is amended by 
striking out "the fiscal years 1984 and 1985" 
each place it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof "the fiscal years 1984, 1985, 1986, 
1987, and 1988". 

STATE ALLOTMENTS 
SEC. 223. fa) Section 204fa)(2) of the 

Act is amended-
(1) by inserting "(A)" a.tter the paragraph 

designation; 
(2) by striking out "the remaining 10 per 

centum" and inserting in lieu thereof "9 per 
centum of such amount"; and 

f 3) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subparagraph: 

"(BJ The Secretary shall reserve the re
maining 1 per centum to carry out the pro
visions of subsection fc). ". 

fb) Section 204fc) of the Act is amended to 
read as follows: 

"fc)(1) From the amount reserved for each 
fiscal year under subsection fa)(2)(B), the 
Secretary shall allot-

"(A) not less than one-half of that amount 
to whatever agency the Secretary determines 
appropriate for programs authorized by this 
title for children in elementary and second
ary schools operated for Indian children by 
the Department of the Interior; and 

"(B) the remainder of that amount among 
Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, 
the Northern Mariana Islands, and the 
Trust Territory of the PacVic Islands ac
cording to their respective needs for assist
ance under this title. 

"(2) The Secretary shall make payments 
under paragraph fl)(A) on whatever terms 
the Secretary determines wiU best carry out 
the purpose of this title.". 

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCtTION 
PROGRAM 

SEC. 224. fa) Section 206fb)(1)(AJ of the Act 
is amended by striking out "inservice train
ing" and inserting in lieu thereof "training, 
inservice training,". 

fb)(1) Section 206fb)(1)(B) of the Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(BJ v the local educational agency deter
mines that the agency has met its need for 
training, inservice training, and retraining 
under subparagraph fA), subject to the pro
visions of section 210fc), such training, in
service training, and retraining in the fields 
of computer learning and foreign languages, 
and the acquisition of instructional materi
als and equipment related to mathematics 
and science instruction. ". 

(2) The third sentence of section 206fb)(1) 
is amended by striking out "private" before 
"organizations,". 

(3) The fifth sentence of section 206fb)(1) 
of the Act is amended by inserting "train
ing," before "inservice training". 

fc) Section 206fb)(2)(AJ of the Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(2)(AJ The State educational agency shall 
distribute 50 per centum of the funds avail
able under this subsection to local educa
tional agencies according to the relative en
rollments in public and private nonprofit 
schools within the school district of such 
agencies. Such relative enrollments may be 
calculated, at the option of the State educa
tional agency, on the basis of the total 
number of children enrolled in public 
schools and fi) private nonprofit schools, or 
(ii) private nonprofit schools desiring that 
their children and teachers participate in 
programs or projects assisted under this 
title. Nothing in the preceding sentence shall 
diminish the responsibility of local educa
tional agencies to contact, on an annual 
basis, appropriate officials from private 
nonprofit schools within their school dis
tricts in order to determine whether such 
schools desire that their children and teach
ers participate in programs or projects as
sisted under this title.". 

fd) The first sentence of section 206fd) of 
the Act is amended-

f 1) by striking out ''for demonstration and 
exemplary programs" in the matter preced
ing clause (1); and 

(2) by inserting "demonstration and exem
plary programs for" immediately a.tter the 
clause designation in clauses fl), (2), and 
(3), respectively. 

HIGHER EDUCATION 
SEC. 225. (a) Section 207fb)(2)(BJ of the 

Act is amended to read as follows: 
"(BJ retraining of secondary school teach

ers who specialize in disciplines other than 
the teaching of mathematics, science, for
eign languages, or computer learning to spe
cialize in the teaching of mathematics, sci
ence, foreign languages, or computer learn
ing, including the provision of stipends for 
participation in institutes authorized under 
title I; and". 

(b)(1J Section 207fb)(2)(CJ of the Act is 
amended by striking out "and science" and 
inserting in lieu thereof a comma and the 
following: "science, foreign languages". 

(2) The second sentence of section 
207fb)(2) of the Act is amended b11 inserting 
a.tter "science" a comma and the following: 
''foreign languages". 

fc) The first sentence of section 207fc)(1J 
of the Act i8 amendf.d-

( 1) b11 striking out "private nonprofit or
ganizations" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"nonprofit organizations"; and 

(2) b11 inserting "computer learning" im
mediatel11 before "and critical foreign lan
guages". 

STAR ASSESSMENT 
SEc. 226. fa)(1) The second sentence of sec

tion 208fa) of the Act is am.ended b11 striking 
out "section 210" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "section 210fb)". 

f2) The fourth sentence of section 208fa) of 
the Act is amended b11 striking out "first" 
and inserting "preliminary". 

fb) Section 208fc)(1)(E) of the Act i8 
amended b11 striking out "public" and in
serting in lieu thereof "nonprofit". 

fc) Section 208 of the Act i8 amended b11 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

"fd) The Secretary shall prepare and 
submit to the Congress a summary report of 

the final version of the assessments submit
ted by States under subsection fa) as soon as 
practicable a.tter the receipt of such assess
ments.". 

STATE APPLICtTION 
SEC. 227. Section 209fb) of the Act is 

amended-
(1) by striking out "sections 207 and 208" 

in clause fl) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"sections 206 and 207"; 

(2) by striking out "sections 207 and 208" 
in clause (3) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"sections 206 and 207"; 

( 3) by striking out ''by local educational 
agencies, institutes of higher education, 
junior or community colleges, and other or
ganizations for programs described in sec
tion 206" in clause f4)(A) and inserting in 
lieu thereof ''for programs described in sec
tions 206 and 207"; and 

(4)(A) by striking out "of such funds, be 
available for" in clause (6) and inserting in 
lieu thereof "of such Federal funds, be avail
able from non-Federal sources for"; 

fB) by striking out "sections 207 and 208" 
in clause (6) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"sections 206 and 207"; and 

fC) by inserting before the semicolon in 
clause (6) the following: ''from non-Federal 
sources". 

LOCAL EDUCATION ASSESSMENTS 
SEc. 228. The first sentence of section 

210(c) of the Act is amended-
(1) by striking out "retraining" and in

serting in lieu thereof "training, retrain
ing,"; and 

(2) by striking out "its funds" and insert
ing in lieu thereof the following: "all or a 
portion of its funds". 

PARTICIPATION OF CHILDREN AND TEACHERS 
FROM PRIVATE SCHOOLS 

SEC. 228A. fa) Section 211fa) of the Act is 
amended by inserting "nonprofit" before "el
ementary". 

fb) Section 211fb) of the Act is amended by 
inserting "nonprofit" before "elementary". 

fc) Section 211fc) of the Act is amended by 
inserting "nonprofit" a.tter "private". 

SECRETARY'S DISCRETIONARY FUND FOR 
PROGRAMS OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICtNCE 

SEC. 229. fa) Section 212fa) of the Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(a) From the amount reserved by the Sec
retary under section 204fa)(2)(A), the Secre
tary i8 authorized to carry out direcUy, or 
through grants, cooperative agreements, or 
contracts, projects which are authorized by 
this section. ". 

fb) Section 212fb)(1) of the Act is amend
ed-

(1) by striking out "make grants to" in the 
first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
''make grants to and enter into cooperative 
agreements with'': and 

(2) b11 striking out "awarding of grants" 
in the third sentence and inserting in lieu 
thereof "awarding of grants and cooperative 
agreements". 

PAYMENTS 
SEC. 230. Section 213fa) of the Act is 

amended by striking out "section 211" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "section 212': 

PART C-PARTNERSHIPS IN EDUCtTION FOR 
MATHEMATICS, SCIENCE, AND ENGINEERING 

ADMINISTRATIVE AMENDMENT 
SEC. 231. Tf.tle III of the Act is amended by 

striking out "Foundation" wherever it ap
pears (other than in section 303(3)) in such 
title and inserting in lieu thereof "Secre
tary". 
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DEFINITIONS 

SEC. 232. Section 303 of the Act is amend
ed: 

(1) by inserting "and" at the end of clause 
(2); 

(2) by striking out clauses (3), (4), and f5); 
and 

(3) by redesignating clause (6) as clause 
(3). 

PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION 
SEC. 233. Section 304fb) of the Act is 

amended to read as follows: 
"(b) There are authorized to be appropri

ated $50,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 
1986, 1987, and 1988, to carry out the provi
sions of this title.". 

PART D-PRESIDENTIAL A WARDS 
AUTHORIZATION AND AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS 

SEC. 241. (a) Section 403fa) of the Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"fa) Funds to carry out this title for any 
fiscal year shall be made available from 
amounts appropriated pursuant to annual 
authorizations of appropriations for the Na
tional Science Foundation for Science and 
Engineering Education. For fiscal year 1986, 
funds to carry out this title shall be avail
able from amounts authorized by section 
102fa)(8) of the National Science Founda
tion Authorization Act for fiscal year 1986. 
Not more than $1,000,000 are authorized to 
be available to carry out this title.". 

fb) Section 403fb) of the Act is amended by 
inserting after "subsection fa)" the follow
ing: "and amounts made available under 
subsection fa)". 

PART E-EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION 
PROGRAM REAUTHORIZATION 

SEC. 251. Section 604fb)(1) of the Act is 
amended by striking out "the fiscal years 
1984 and 1985" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"the fiscal year 1984 and each of the suc
ceeding fiscal years ending prior to October 
1, 1988, ". 

PART F-MAGNET SCHOOLS AsSISTANCE 
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 261. Section 701 of the Act is amended 
by striking out "and 1986" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "1986, 1987, and 1988". 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 
SEC. 262. Section 703 of the Act is amended 

to read as follows: 
"STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

"SEC. 703. It is the purpose of this title to 
support, through financial assistance to eli
gible local educational agencies-

"( 1J the elimination, reduction, or preven
tion of minority group isolation in elemen
tary and secondary schools with substantial 
portions of minority students,· and 

"(2) courses of instruction within magnet 
schools that will substantially strengthen 
the knowledge of academic subjects and the 
grasp of tangible and marketable vocational 
skills of students attending such schools. ". 

USES OF FUNDS 
SEc. 263. Section 706 of the Act is amended 

to read a.s follows: 
"USES OF FUNDS 

"SEC. 706. Grants made under this title 
may be used by eligible local educational 
agencies for-

"f 1J planning and promotional activities 
directly related to expansion and enhance
ment of academic programs and services of
fered at magnet schools; 

"(2) the acquisition of books, materials, 
and equipment including computers and the 
maintenance and operation thereof, neces
sary for the conduct of programs in magnet 
schools; and 

"(3) the payment of or subsidization of the 
compensation of elementary and secondary 
school teachers who are certified or licensed 
by the State and who are necessary for the 
conduct of programs in magnet schools,· 
where with respect to clauses (2) and (3), 
such assistance is directly related to improv
ing the knowledge of mathematics, science, 
history, English. foreign languages, art, or 
music, or to improving vocational skills. ". 

MODIFICATION OF PROHIBITION 
SEC. 264. Section 709 of the Act is amended 

to read as follows: 
''PROHIBITIONS 

"SEc. 709. Grants under this title may not 
be used for consultants, for transportation, 
or for any activity which does not augment 
academic improvement.". 

TITLE III-LIBRARY SERVICES 
PROGRAM 

LIBRARY SERVICES AND CONSTRUCTION ACT 
AMENDMENTS 

SEC. 301. fa) Section 3f12) of the Library 
Services and Construction Act f20 U.S.C. 
351af12)) (hereafter in this title referred to 
as the "Act") is amended by striking out 
''five-year program" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "program of not less than three nor 
more than five years". 

fb) Section 3(15) of the Act is amended
(1J by inserting ''by the Secretary of the In

terior" after "recognized"; and 
f2) by striking out '~ as determined by the 

Secretary after consultation with the Sec
retary of the Interior". 
APPLICAB1LITY OF PUBLIC LIBRARY PROVISIONS 

TO HA WA/IAN NATIVE PROGRAM 
SEC. 302. fa)(l) The first sentence of sec

tion 5fd)(2) of the Act f20 U.S.C. 351cfd)(2)) 
is amended by striking out "sections 403" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "sections 
402(b), 403, ". 

f2) The second sentence of section 5fd)(2) 
of the Act is amended by inserting immedi
ately before the period ", to contract to pro
vide public library services to Native Ha
waiians, and to carry out anJI other activi
ties authorized under this sentence by con
tract". 

f3) Section 5fd)(2) of the Act is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new sentence: "The Secretary shall issue cri
teria for the approval of applications and 
plans but the criteria maJ1 not include an al
lotment formula and maJ1 not contain a 
matching of funds requirement.". 

fb) Section 6fb)(4) of the Act f20 U.S.C. 
351dfb)(4)) is amended bJI inserting "fas de
fined in section 703fa) of the Bilingual Edu
cation Act)" after "limited English-apeakf.ng 
proficiency". 

CORRECTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE COST 
MISINTERPRETATION 

SEC. 303. fa) The references in section 8 of 
the Act f20 U.S.C. 351/) to "auch titles" 
mean, and shall be construed as meaning, 
the immediatelJI preceding reference to 
"titles I, II, and III". 

fb) The matter preceding clause f1J of sec
tion 102fb)(1J of the Act f20 U.S.C. 353fb)(1J) 
is amended bJI striking out "this title" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "this Act". 

MAJOR URBAN RESOURCE LIBRARY RESERVED 
AMOUNTS 

SEc. 304. Section 102fc)(1J of the Act f20 
U.S.C. 353fc)(1)) is amended bJI inserting 
"(excluding the amount made available for 
Indian tribes and Hawaiian natives)" after 
"section 4fa)". 

SERVICES TO TRIBES IN STATES WITHOUT INDIAN 
RESERVATIONS 

SEC. 305. Title IV of the Act (20 u.s.c. 361 
et seq.) is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 

"SERVICES IN STATES WITH INDIAN TRIBES NOT 
RESIDING ON OR NEAR RESERVATIONS 

"SEC. 406. The provisions of this title re
quiring that services be provided on or near 
Indian reservations, or to only those Indi
ans who live on or near the Indian reserva
tions, shall not apply in the case of Indian 
tribes and Indians in California, Oklahoma, 
and Alaska.". 

TITLE IV-MINORITY INSTITUTIONS; 
MIGRATORY CHILDREN PROGRAM 

MINORITY INST1TUTIONS SCIENCE IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION 

SEC. 401. The General Education Provi
sions Act is amended-

f 1) by redesignating section 406A fas 
added by the Education Amendments of 
1980; 94 Stat. 1497) as section 406B; and 

(2) by inserting after such section the fol
lowing new section.· 

'~UTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
SCIENCE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

"SEC. 406C. There are authorized to be ap
propriated $5,000,000 for each of the fiscal 
years 1985 and 1986 for the purpose of carry
ing out the Minority Institutions Science 
Improvement Program transferred to the 
Secretary of Education from the National 
Science Foundation by section 304 of the De
partment of Education Organization Act.". 

MIGRATORY CHILDREN RECORDS SYSTEM 
SEC. 402. Section 143fa) of the ElementaTJI 

and Secondary Education Act of 1965 is 
amended-

( 1J by striking out "grants to, or enter into 
contracts with." and inserting in lieu there
of "enter into contracts with"; and 

(2) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing: "For the purpose of ensuring continuitJI 
in the operation of such SJIStem. the Secre
tary shall, not later than JulJI 1 of each year, 
continue to award such contract to the State 
educational agency receiving the award in 
the preceding year, unless a maJoritJI of the 
States notifJI the SecretaTJ1 in writing that 
such agency has substantiallJI failed to per
form its responsibilities under the contract 
during that preceding year. No activitJI 
under this section shall, for purposes of anJ1 
Federal law, be treated as an in.tormation 
collection that is conducted or sponsored by 
a Federal agency.". 
TITLE V-HARRY S TRUMAN MEMORIAL 

SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM 
PROGRAM AMENDMENT 

SEC. 501. Section 8 of the Harry S Truman 
Memorial Scholarship Act is amended bJI 
striking out "$5,000" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$10,000 (adjusted annuallJI to re
flect increases, if anJ1, in the Consumer Price 
Index for All Urban Consumers, published 
bJI the Bureau of Labor Statistics)". 

TITLE VI-EDUCATION OF THE 
HANDICAPPED ACT 

EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED ACT 
AMENDMENTS 

SEC. 601. fa) Section 611fc)(2)(A)(II) of the 
Education of the Handicapped Act (20 
U.S.C. 1411fc)(2)(A)(i)(II)) is amended by 
striking out "300,000" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "350,000". 

fb) Section 611fc)(1)(B) of such Act is 
amended by striking out "paragraph (3)" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "paragraph 
(4)". 
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EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEC. 602. The amendment made by section 
601fa) shall take effect on July 1, 1985. 
TITLE VII-CARL D. PERKINS VOCA

TIONAL EDUCATION ACT TECHNICAL 
AMENDMENTS 

TERRITORIAL HOLDHARMLESS 

paragraph (2) uses those funds to provide 
vocational education seroices and activities 
for individuals with limited English profi
ciency at least in proportion to the number 
of such individuals enrolled by that eligible 
recipient in the fiscal year preceding the 
fiscal year in which the determination is 
made as compared to the total number of 
disadvantaged individuals, including indi
viduals with limited English proficiency, so 
enrolled in that fiscal year.". 

CONSUMER AND HOMEMAKING EDUCATION 
STATE ALLOCATION 

SEC. 702. Section 102 of the Act is amended SEC. 706. fa) The heading of part B of title 

SEC. 701. Section 101faH3HDJ of the Carl 
D. Perkins Vocational Education Act (20 
U.S.C. 2311faH3HdJJ (herea.tter in this title 
referred to as the ''Act") is repealed. 

to read as follows: III of the Act is amended to read as follows: 
"PART B-CONSUMER AND HOMEMAKING 

EDUCATION''. 
"WITHIN STATE ALLOCATION 

"SEC. 102. (a)(1J Each State shall reseroe 
from its allotment of funds appropriated 
under section 3(a) for each fiscal year an 
amount that does not exceed 7 percent of the 
allotment for State administration of the 
State plan. If the cost of carrying out the 
provisions of section 111fb) exceeds 1 per
cent of a State's allotment of funds appro
priated under section 3fa), the State may re
seroe that excess amount from that allot
ment in addition to the 7 percent authorized 
by the preceding sentence. 

"(2) The amount reseroed under para
graph ( 1J shall be considered as part of that 
portion of the State's allotment that is re
tained for State activities and is not distrib
uted under section 113(b)(4). 

"(b) From the remainder of its allotment 
of funds appropriated under section 3(a), 
each State shall reseroe for each fiscal year

" ( 1) 57 percent for activities described in 
part A of title II; and 

" (2) 43 percent for activities described in 
part B of title II.". 

STAR COUNCIL ON VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 
SEC. 703. (a) Section 112(b) of the Act is 

amended to read as follows: 
"(b) The State shall certify to the Secretary 

the establishment and membership of the 
State council by the beginning of each State 
plan period described in section 113faH1J. ". 

(b) Section 112(d) of the Act is amended by 
striking out " fd)" and all that follows 
through clause fl) and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"(d) During each State plan period de
scribed in section 113faH1J, each State 
council shall-

"f 1) meet with the State board or its repre
sentatives to advise on the development of 
the subsequent State plan,·". 

fc)(1J Section 112ffH1HAJ of the Act is 
amended by striking out "From" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "Except as provided in 
subparagraph fB), from". 

f2) Section 112ffH1HBJ of the Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(BJ From the amounts appropriated pur
suant to section 3fc), for each fiscal year, 
the Secretary shall make grants of $50,000 to 
the State councils of the Virgin Islands, 
Guam, American Samoa, the Northern Mari
ana Islands, and the Trust Territory of the 
Paci.fie Islands.". 

STATE PLANS 
SEC. 704. Section 113fb)(9)(C) of the Act is 

amended by striking out "not less than" and 
all that follows through "year" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "the projects, seroices, 
and activities supported under this Act of 
not less than 20 percent of the participating 
eligible recipients within the State in each 
fiscal year". 

WITHIN STATE ALLOCATION 
SEC. 705. Section 203(a)(3) of the Act is 

amended to read as follows: 
"(3) The State board shall ensure that each 

eligible recipient that receives funds under 

(b)(1J The first sentence of section 311 of 
the Act is amended by striking out "home
maker" and inserting in lieu thereof ''home
making". 

(2) The heading of section 311 of the Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"CONSUMER AND HOMEMAKING EDUCATION 
GRANTS". 

(c)(1) S1£bsection (b) of section 312 of the 
Act is amended by striking out ''homemak
er" and inserting in lieu thereof ''homemak
ing" both places it appears. 

(2) The heading of section 312 of the Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"USE OF FUNDS FROM CONSUMER AND 
HOMEMAKING EDUCATION GRANTS". 

(d) The table of contents of the Act is 
amended by striking out the items relating 
to part B of title III and sections 311 and 
312 and by inserting in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: 

"PART B-CONSUMER AND HOMEMAKING 
EDUCATION 

"Sec. 311. Consumer and homemaking edu
cation grants. 

"Sec. 312. Use of funds from consumer and 
homemaking education 
grants.". 

CONSUMER AND HOMEMAKING EDUCATION STATE 
LEADERSHIP 

SEC. 707. Section 313(b) of the Act is 
amended by striking out "to carry out lead
ership activities under this section." and in
serting in lieu thereof ''for State administra
tion of projects, seroices, and activities 
under this part. ". 

CAREER GUIDANCE AND COUNSELING STATE 
LEADERSHIP 

SEC. 708. Section 333(b) of the Act is 
amended by striking out "to carry out lead
ership activities under this section." and in
serting in lieu thereof ''for State administra
tion of projects, seroices, and activities 
under this part.". 

AUTHORIZATION OF GRANTS 
SEC. 709. Section 342fc) of the Act is 

amended by striking out "subsection fbH2J" 
both places it appears and inserting in lieu 
thereof "subsection (b)(3)". 

MODEL CENTERS FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 
FOR OLDER INDIVIDUALS 

SEC. 710. Section 417fb) of the Act is 
amended by inserting "shall" immediately 
aJter "subpart". 

FEDERAL SHARE 
SEC. 711. fa) Section 502fa) of the Act is 

amended in the introductory clause by strik
ing out "shall be" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "shall not exceed". 

fbH1J Section 502faH2J of the Act is 
amended by striking out "not to exceed". 

(2) Section 502fb) of the Act is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
sentence: "The non-Federal contrtbutions 
for the costs of vocational education pro-

grams, seroices, and activities for the disad
vantaged from local sources may be in cash 
or in kind, fairly valued, including facili
ties, overhead, personnel, equipment, and 
seroices, if the eligible recipient determines 
that it cannot otherwise provide such con
tribution.". 

TRANSITION 
SEC. 712. The matter preceding clause (1) 

of section 3(a) of Public Law 98-524 (98 
Stat. 2487) is amended to read as follows: 
"Until July 1, 1986, a State or eligible recipi
ent may use funds received under the Voca
tional Educational Act of 1963 or the Carl 
D. Perkins Vocational Education Act to-". 

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 
SEc. 713. (a)(1J Section 113fbH10) of the 

Act (20 U.S.C. 2323fbH10JJ is amended by in
serting "of 1981" aJter "Education Consoli
dation and Improvement Act". 

(2) Section 113(b)(11J of the Act is amend
ed by inserting "provide assurances" before 
"that". 

(3) Section 504(d)(1J of the Act is amended 
by striking out "section 434(c)" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "section 453". 

(4) Section 521(15) of the Act is amended 
by inserting "or language" immediately 
aJter "speech". 

fb)(1J Section 4faH1HAJ of Public Law 98-
524 is amended by striking out "section 
4(15)" and inserting in lieu thereof "section 
521(19)". 

(2) Section 4faH6HDJ of Public Law 98-
524 is repealed. 

EFFECTIVE DA TE 
SEC. 714. (a) The provisions of this title 

shall take effect July 1, 1985. 
fb) The amendment made by section 

703fc)(2) of this Act shall not apply to funds 
appropriated before the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 

TITLE VIII-HIGHER EDUCATION 
PROGRAMS 

NATIONAL DIRECT STUDENT LOAN 
APPORTIONMENT 

SEC. 801. fa) Section 12 of the "Student Fi
nancial Assistance Technical Amendments 
Act of 1982" is amended-

(1) by inserting " (a)" aJter the section des
ignation,· and 

(2) by inserting at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection.· 

"(b) Notwithstanding subsections fa) and 
(b) of section 462 of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965, if in the fiscal year 1986 the 
sums appropriated pursuant to section 
461fb)(1J of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 are less than the sums appropriated 
pursuant to such section for the fiscal year 
1980, the Secretary shall apportion the sums 
appropriated pursuant to section 461fb)(1J 
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 for such 
fiscal year among the States so that each 
State's apportionment bears the same ratio 
to the total amount appropriated as that 
State's apportionment in fiscal year 1980 
bears to the total amount app1·opriated pur
suant to section 461fbH1J for the fiscal year 
1980.". 

fb) The amendments made by this section 
shall take effect October 1, 1985. 

NATIONAL GRADUATE FELLOWS PROGRAM 
SEC. 802. The last sentence of section 

931fa) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
is amended to read as follows: "In the fiscal 
year beginning October 1, 1985, and each 
succeeding fiscal year, all funds appropri
ated in each fiscal year shall be awarded to 
students by April 1 of the fiscal year for 
which the funds were appropriated. All 
funds appropriated in a fiscal yea.r shall be 
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obligated and expended to the students for 
fellowships for use in the academic year be
ginning after July 1 of the fiscal year for 
which the funds were appropriated. The fel
lowships shall be awarded for only 1 aca
demic year of study and shall be renewable 
for a period not to exceed 4 years of study.". 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am 
very pleased to present to the Senate 
the National Science Foundation Au
thorization Act for fiscal year 1986. 
This bill represents the combined ef
forts of four congressional committees: 
the Senate Labor and Human Re
sources, and Commerce, Science and 
Transportation Committees; and the 
House Science and Technology, and 
Eduction and Labor Committees. We 
believe this is a good piece of legisla
tion. 

As my colleagues know, we have not 
passed NSF authorizing legislation for 
5 years. The absence of congressional 
direction has been taking its toll on 
several of NSF's programs; lack of an 
authorization has created ambiguity 
and confusion regarding congressional 
intent. I hope that enactment of this 
legislation will rectify this situation 
and will give legitimacy to NSF's ac
tivities in basic research as well as sci
ence and math education. 

In addition to authorizing specific 
funding levels for each NSF activity, 
the bill also reauthorizes the Educa
tion for Economic Security Act. We 
have made some changes in this legis
lation. First, we have better defined 
the obligations of NSF in science, 
math, and engineering education. 
These are to: Conduct teacher insti
tutes, assist in materials development 
and methods research, promote pro
grams for the public understanding of 
science and technology, award gradu
ate fellowships, and administer the 
Presidential Awards for Excellence in 
Science and Mathematics Teaching. 
The Foundation is also authorized to 
expend up to 15 percent of the funds 
allocated for science and engineering 
education for projects which it deter
mines meet one or more of the speci
fied functional objectives. 

Second, we have clarified our inten
tion with regard to the partnership 
concept built into the Education for 
Economic Security Act. Rather than 
require joint applications, we have 
amended Public Law 98-377 to require 
only that those who apply for the NSF 
grants from the institute, or materials 
and methods development programs 
include the appropriate education 
agencies in planning the project. Insti
tutions of higher education, prof es
sional scientific societies, museums, li
braries, or others need the input of 
local school administrations and of 
classroom teachers who are the ulti
mate user of these resources. Likewise, 
educators need the expertise and fresh 
ideas which higher education, prof es
sional societies, and museums and 
others can supply. 

It should be noted that there is no 
financial or in-kind match required for 
teacher institute programs, although 
Congress believes the commitment of 
funds or facilities more clearly demon
strates a strong partnership. There is 
a mandatory match for materials de
velopment or methods research 
grants. The percentage is not specified 
to allow NSF flexibility in awarding 
the most promising proposals. Howev
er, the Congress feels strongly that 
the match requirement is necessary to 
promote cooperation among diverse 
entities among whom there have been 
few previous connections. 

The Partnerships in Education Pro
gram, title III of the Education for 
Economic Security Act <Public Law 
98-377), has been moved to the De
partment of Education where it is ex
pected to find a home in the Office of 
Educational Research and Improve
ment. This change was made to take 
advantage of each agency's particular 
strengths in program administration. 
The Congress has high hopes for this 
program. 

While NSF has long carried out a 
program of graduate fellowships, such 
a program has never been formally au
thorized. The amendment of the 
House adopts the Senate's provisions 
making a program for graduate fellow
ships one of the three main activities 
of the Science and Engineering Educa
tion Directorate. 

This bill also reauthorizes the other 
provisions of the Education for Eco
nomic Security Act, with some techni
cal amendments. These provisions in
clude the Block Grant Program ad
ministered by the Department of Edu
cation to help State and local educa
tion agencies develop teacher training, 
retraining, and inservice training pro
grams in math and science education, 
the Excellence in Education Program, 
and the Magnet Schools Program. The 
amendment also includes technical 
amendments to such ongoing educa
tion programs as the Harry S. Truman 
Scholarships, Education for the 
Handicapped, Library Services, and 
the Carl Perkins Vocational Education 
Acts. 

In closing, Mr. President, I want to 
take a minute to thank my colleagues 
in the Senate for their outstanding 
participation and cooperation, espe
cially Senators STAFFORD, QUAYLE, 
KENNEDY, and PELL from the Labor 
and Human Resources Committee, as 
well as Senators DANFORTH, GORTON' 
and HOLLINGS from the Commerce, 
Science and Transportation Commit
tee. I would also be remiss not to rec
ognize our staffs who have worked 
diligently to put the pieces of this leg
islation together. In particular, I want 
to thank Polly Gault, Liz Hackett, 
Ellen Congleton, Betsy Brand, Mona 
Sarfaty, David Evans, Sandy Crary, 
Ann Young, Cassie Phillips, Pat Wind
ham, and Kris Iverson. Also, we have 

had excellent meetings with our coun
terparts on the House side, and I want 
to thank Representatives DON FuQUA, 
DOUG WALGREN, MANuEL LUJAN, SHER
WOOD BOEHLERT, JOE SKEEN, Gus HAW
KINS, DALE KILDEE, JIM JEFFORDS, and 
BILL GOODLING for their efforts. Rob 
Ketchum, Grace Ostenso, Joyce 
Freiwald, Maryanne Bach, Jack Jen
nings, Nancy Kober, Beth Buehlmann, 
and Andy Hartman represented them 
well. We had some real teamwork get
ting this bill passed and, as chairman 
of the Labor Committee, I am very 
proud to have been a member of the 
team. 

Mr. President, I move the adoption 
of H.R. 1210 as amended. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur in the House 
amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. DOLE. I move to reconsider the 

vote. 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. I move to lay 

that motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 

MESSAGES FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Saunders, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES 
REFERRED 

As in executive session, the Presid
ing Officer laid before the Senate mes
sages from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropri
ate committees. 

<The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.> 

CONTINUATION OF NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT 
TO IRAN-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT-PM 91 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid 

before the Senate the following mes
sage from the President of the United 
States, together with accompanying 
papers; which was referred to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs: 
To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) pro
vides for the automatic termination of 
a national emergency unless, prior to 
the anniversary date of its declaration, 
the President publishes in the Federal 
Register and transmits to the Congress 
a notice stating that the emergency is 
to continue in effect beyond the anni
versary date. In accordance with this 
provision, I have sent the enclosed 
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notice, stating that the Iran emergen
cy is to continue in effect beyond No
vember 14, 1985, to the Federal Regis
ter for publication. Similar notices 
were sent to the Congress and the Fed
eral Register on November 12, 1980, 
November 12, 1981, November 8, 1982, 
November 4, 1983, and November 7, 
1984. 

The crisis between the United States 
and Iran that began in 1979 has not 
been fully resolved. Although the 
international tribunal established to 
adjudicate claims of U.S. nationals 
against Iran and of Iranian nationals 
against the United States continues to 
function, full normalization of com
mercial and diplomatic relations be
tween the United States and Iran will 
require more time. In these circum
stances, I have determined that it is 
necessary to maintain in force the 
broad authorities that may be needed 
in the process of implementing the 
January 1981 agreements with Iran 
and in the eventual normalization of 
relations with that country. 

RONALD REAGAN 
THE WHITE HOUSE, November 1, 1985. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 11:05 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House agrees to 
the amendment of the Senate to the 
text of the bill CH.R. 505 > to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to im
prove the delivery of health care serv
ices by the Veterans' Administration, 
and for other purposes, with an 
amendment, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate, and that 
the House agrees to the amendment of 
the Senate to the title of the bill. 

The message also announced that 
the House has passed the following 
bill, in which it requests the concur
rence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3629. An Act making appropriations 
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1986, and for 
other purposes. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 
At 12:12 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Speaker has 
signed the following enrolled joint res
olution: 

S.J. Res. 145. Joint resolution designating 
November 1985 as "National Diabetes 
Month." 

The enrolled joint resolution was 
subsequently signed by the President 
pro tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

At 2:22 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House insists 
upon its amendments to the bill CS. 
1078) to amend the Federal Trade 
Commission Act to provide authoriza
tion of appropriations, and for other 

purposes, disagreed to by the Senate; 
it agrees to the conference asked by 
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
the following as managers of the con
ference on the part of the House: Mr. 
DINGELL, Mr. FLORIO, Ms. MIKULSKI, 
Mr. BROYHILL, and Mr. LENT; and as 
additional conferees, solely for the 
consideration of subsections 16 Cb), Cc), 
and Cd), and section 17 of the Senate 
bill, and modifications thereof com
mitted to conference: Mr. WAXMAN 
and Mr. MADIGAN; and as additional 
conferees, solely for the consideration 
of sections 16 and 17 of the Senate 
bill, and modifications thereof com
mitted to conference: Mr. MoAKLEY, 
Mr. FROST, and Mr. Lorr. 

The message also announced that 
the House insists upon its amend
ments to the bill CS. 1570) to amend 
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 
to provide rules for overtime compen
satory time off for certain public 
agency employees, to clarify the appli
cation of that act to volunteers, and 
for other purposes, disagreed to by the 
Senate; it agrees to the conference 
asked by the Senate on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and appoints Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. CLAY, 
Mr. MURPHY, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. JEF
FORDS, Mr. PETRI, and Mr. BARTLETr as 
managers of the conference on the 
part of the House. 

The message further announced 
that the House has agreed to the fol
lowing concurrent resolution, in which 
it requests the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 207. A concurrent resolution 
to recognize the twentieth anniversary of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 and reaf
firm its purpose. 

At 3:26, a message from the House of 
Representatives, delivered by Ms. 
Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House recedes from 
its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 3 to the joint 
resolution <H.J. Res. 372) increasing 
the statutory limit on the public debt, 
and agrees thereto, and that it recedes 
from its disagreement to the amend
ments of the Senate numbered 1 and 
2, and agrees thereto, each with an 
amendment, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
The message also announced that 

the Speaker has signed the following 
enrolled bill: 

H.R. 1903. An act to provide for the use 
and distribution of funds appropriated in 
satisfaction of Judgments awarded to the 
Chippewas of Lake Superior in Dockets 
Numbered 18-S, 18-U, 18-C, and 18-T 
before the Indian Claims Commission, and 
for other purposes. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. THURMOND]. 

At 5:41 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 

Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3669. An act. to prevent the disinvest
ment of the Social Security Trust Funds 
and other trust funds. 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bill was read the first 

and second times by unanimous con
sent, and ref erred as indicated: 

H.R. 3629. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1986, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Appro
priations. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate report
ed that on today, November l, 1985, 
she had presented to the President of 
the United States the following en
rolled joint resolution: 

S.J. Res. 145. Joint resolution designating 
November 1985 as "National Diabetes 
Month." 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and ref erred as indicated: 

By Mr. TRIBLE Cfor himself and Mr. 
.ARMSTRONG): 

S. 1817. A bill to suspend temporarily 
most-favored-nation treatment to Romania; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DENTON Cfor himself and Mr. 
DECONCINI): 

S. 1818. A bill to prevent sexual molesta
tion of children in Indian country; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ARMSTRONG Cfor himself 
and Mr. HART): 

S. 1819. A bill to amend the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act to designate certain seg
ments of the Cache la Poudre River and the 
South Fork of the Cache la Poudre River in 
Colorado as a component of the National 
Wild and Scenic River System; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. DECONCINI: 
S. 1820. A bill to provide financial assist

ance to State and local educational agencies 
for the development and expansion of dem
onstration chemical and substance abuse 
prevention programs in the public elementa
ry and secondary schools of such agencies, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. LEAHY: 
S. 1821. A bill entitled the Nuclear Waste 

Reform Act of 1985"; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. THURMOND Cfor himself, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. LAxALT, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. McCON
NELL, Mr. SIMON, Mr. SASSER, Mr. 
DIXON, Mr. DANFORTH and Mr. 
QUAYLE): 

S. 1822. A bill to amend the Copyright Act 
in section 601 of title 17, United States 
Code, to provide for the manufacturing and 
public distribution of certain copyrighted 
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material; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER <for himself, 
Mr. MATSUNAGA and Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 1823. A bill to strengthen the techno
logical literacy of the Nation through dem
onstration programs of technology educa
tion; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. TRIBLE (for himself and 
Mr. ARMSTRONG): 

S. 1817. A bill to suspend temporari
ly most-favored-nation treatment to 
Romania; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

SUSPENSION OF MOST-FAVORED-NATION TRADE 
STATUS FOR ROMANIA 

Mr. TRIBLE. Mr. President, I am in
troducing legislation today together 
with my friend and colleague from 
Colorado, Senator ARMSTRONG, which 
addresses the ongoing religious perse
cution in Romania by suspending 
most-favored-nation status toward 
that country for 6 months. 

Romania severely proscribes all 
forms of political and religious free
d oms. And the right of religious belief 
and worship is under the most severe 
attack today. 

Despite constitutional guarantees of 
religious freedom, the exercise of that 
fundamental freedom is greatly limit
ed by the Romanian State. The Roma
nian Department of Cults licenses and 
monitors all clergymen and must also 
approve all requests for new church 
construction, additional clergymen, 
and extra religious publications. 

The shortage of such publications in 
Romania is severe. Bibles are in short 
supply, and their importation is tight
ly regulated. Moreover, as the pream
ble to the bill I am sponsoring points 
out, reports have reached the United 
States of Romanian Bibles having 
been recycled for the production of 
toilet paper. 

In addition, the activities of Chris
tian activists in Romania are strictly 
controlled. Telephone conversations of 
Romanian religious dissidents are 
often tapped or interrupted and Ro
manian citizens are frequently denied 
the right to travel to religious gather
ings. 

Despite this record of oppression, 
Romania continues to reap the bene
fits of most-favored-nation status with 
the United States, which significantly 
reduces tariffs on Romania. 

Pursuant to the Jackson-Vanik 
amendment, the administration is re
quired to certify that Romania is 
making progress in human rights in 
order for that nation to continue to re
ceive MFN privileges. 

It is true that Romania recently re
leased Father Gheorgle Calciu, a 
priest who had been imprisoned by the 
Romanians for more than 21 years. 
And for that we can rejoice, for one 

more of the world's religious dissidents 
has joined the ranks of free men. 

But Father Calciu's plight is but one 
example of the suffering that Roma
nia continues to inflict on religious be
lievers. The vast majority of Chris
tians in Romania remain at risk. The 
release of one brave man is not 
enough to ease the plight of all reli
gious believers in Romania. 

Consider the following cases: 
Keston College reported several 

weeks ago on an attack by Romanian 
authorities on a Roman Catholic 
priest who refused to make incriminat
ing statements about his parishioners. 
Father Janos Csilik was beaten severe
ly. 

Rev. Istavan Tokes, an international 
respected theologian and a senior offi
cial of the Hungarian Reformed 
Church, after strong official pressure, 
was fired in November 1983 from his 
position as professor at the Protestant 
Theological Seminary, and in May 
1984 was dismissed from his post as as
sistant bishop. He continues to be 
monitored. 

Rev. Laszlo Tokes, son of Istvan 
Tokes and also a minister of the Hun
garian Reformed Church, was ban
isned from his congregation in Des to 
a remote village in May 1984. 

Felicia Russo, a convert to the Pen
tecostal Church in Lugoj, has been re
peatedly harassed by authorities since 
her conversion. She was expelled from 
the university and denied a passport. 
Currently, she can get only menial 
jobs for which, church sources report, 
she is paid approximately $4 <U.S.) a 
month. 

This kind of religious persecution 
has influenced Senator Armstrong and 
one to sponsor this legislation to tem
porarily suspend Romania's MFN 
status for 6 months. During that time, 
the President must assess the status of 
religious liberty and political freedom 
in Romania, and recommend whether 
sufficient progress has been made to 
warrant the restoration of MFN 
status. 

Mr. President, this legislation will 
strengthen America's commitment to 
human rights and religious liberty. It 
is identical to a bill sponsored in the 
House by Representatives FRANK 
WOLF, CHRIS SMITH, and TONY HALL, 
who recently traveled to Romania, and 
I urge my colleagues to join Senator 
ARMSTRONG and me in cosponsoring 
this important legislation. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
the continuation of most-favored
nation status for Romania comes 
before the Senate each year, and every 
year we once again allow continuation 
regardless of the fact that the 
Ceausescu regime violates the condi
tions for its continuation-namely free 
emigration and basic human rights for 
Romanians. 

As my colleagues will remember, 
when the Trade Act of 1974 passed at-

tached to it was the so-called Jackson
Vanik amendment. This amendment 
prohibits granting MFN treatment, 
government credits or investment 
guarantees, or the negotiation of com
mercial agreements to a nonmarket 
country that fails to promote human 
rights, particularly the right to emi
grate. 

In 1975, we gave MFN status to Ro
mania because of a number of promis
ing developments in that country. Ro
mania had refused to become fully in
tegrated with the Council of Mutual 
Economic Assistance CCOMECONl of 
the Soviet bloc and it began to show 
nationalistic tendencies rather that 
rotely following Moscow's agenda in 
the international community. Over 
the years, Romania has continued to 
step out of the Soviet line on occasion 
such as adopting diplomatic relations 
with Israel, following a less anti-West
ern voting record in the United Na
tions, and only participating in a limit
ed manner in Warsaw Pact activities. 

Unfortunately, the trend toward 
progress has not only stopped, it has 
reversed itself. Last year, Romania's 
voting record in the United Nation was 
more anti-Western than the Soviet 
Union. According to news reports, the 
Soviet Union is now actively involved 
in a growing number of internal Ro
manian activities-including broad 
overview of the economy even to the 
factory level, close ties with the Roma
nian secret police, and the borrowing 
of technology Romania receives from 
the West. 

Romania's human rights record is 
even more appalling. In fact, the Hel
sinki Watch Committee has stated, 
"Romania is generally considered to 
be one of the most egregious human 
rights offenders in Eastern Europe." 
Clearly, the Jackson-Vanik amend
ment sought an improvement in 
human rights in the Soviet bloc. Ro
mania has made a mockery of our gen
erosity. 

Emigration, the primary concern of 
Jackson-Vanik, has been severely re
stricted. While it is true that emigra
tion numbers are up, those receiving 
permission to leave are not the people 
I believe Senator Jackson and Con
gressman Vanik had in mind. Accord
ing to former Ambassador to Romania 
David Funderburk, 

We were outfoxed by [Romanian Presi
dent] Ceausescu. He in effect dumped 
people on us like a mini-Marie-Cuban boat
lift. Hundreds of those approved for emigra
tion were undesirables. Meantime, many of 
those we wanted out are still waiting for of
ficial permission. 

The consequences of legitimately ap
plying for permission to emigrate are 
severe. During the lengthy processing 
delays-sometimes for years-many 
lose their jobs, are evicted from their 
houses, are denied education for their 
children, and lose their medical bene
fits. 
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Romania's record on other human 
rights is not better. The Ceausescu 
government is steadily increasing its 
denial of religious freedom. Travel to 
religious gatherings and funerals is 
forbidden. Clergy have been impris
oned, held under house arrest, beaten, 
and some have simply disappeared. 

Several years ago the World Re
formed Alliance sent 20,000 Bibles to 
the Hungarian Reformed Church in 
Romania. They did so because the gov
ernment has not allowed the printing 
of Bibles and hymnals for years. The 
Bibles which were sent mysteriously 
disappeared. After a long silence, the 
Bibles reappeared in the form of toilet 
paper. 

Labor has also experienced the 
denial of basic human rights. Virtually 
no expression of worker dissatisfaction 
is tolerated. In 1977, a large-scale 
strike by 35,000 coal miners was swift
ly, brutally suppressed. Thousands of 
workers were fired or forced to leave 
the area and the leaders were arrested. 
In a 1979 attempt to form a trade 
union, two leaders of the movement 
were confined to psychiatric institu
tions while a third was imprisoned. 

Minorities have, for all practical pur
poses, become nonpersons. The largest 
minority, the Hungarians, have had 
their schools closed, are forced into 
less desirable jobs, have been denied 
television broadcasting in their own 
language, and live in constant fear of 
the secret police. 

At one time, it made some sense for 
the United States to grant favors to 
Romania in the hope of getting some
thing in return. But quite clearly, 
progress is not being made and the 
denial of human rights is growing. In 
addition, Romania no longer exhibits 
any more than token independence 
from Soviet policy. 

According to the State Department 
and many Eastern Bloc experts, the 
Ceausescu regime desperately wants to 
keep most favored nation status. How
ever, it is not willing to live by the con
ditions under which MFN status was 
granted. Therefore, I believe we in the 
Congress must firmly state that con
crete progress must be made before 
most-favored-nation status is granted. 

Today I am joining Senator TRIBLE 
in introducing legislation to suspend 
MFN status to Romania for 6 months. 
During that interval, the President is 
directed to assess the status of civil lib
erties and human rights in Romania 
and recommend to Congress whether 
the suspension should be extended 
and, if so, for what period. 

MFN status can be strong leverage 
for improving the civil liberties and 
human rights of people suffering 
under Communist tyranny. It should 
be granted only after serious delibera
tion, and it should be continued only 
when significant progress is made in 
furthering basic rights. MFN status is 
a privilege. Until significant, consist-

ent progress is exhibited in Romanian 
Government policy, this privilege 
should not be granted. 

I ask unanimous consent related ma
terials be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

JUNE 26, 1985. 
WHY ROMANIA No LoNGER DESERVES TO BE A 

MOST FAVORED NATION 

INTRODUCTION 

"We were outfoxed." This is how David 
Funderburk, the recent United States Am
bassador to Romania, describes U.S. rela
tions with that Soviet bloc country. Funder
burk's charges are very serious. Bucharest 
has enjoyed special treatment from Wash
ington for decades, ostensibly as a reward 
for improving the human rights condition 
of Romanians and for pursuing a foreign 
policy independent of the line that Moscow 
imposes on the rest of Eastern Europe. It is 
now, however, the judgment of Funderburk 
and an increasing number of experts that 
while the U.S. has lived up to its part of the 
deal and granted Bucharest generous credit 
and trade benefits, Bucharest has reneged 
on its part. The past decade, for instance, 
has seen steady deterioration rather than 
improvement of Romanian human rights. 
Emigration remains carefully controlled and 
very restricted. And Romania's claim of fol
lowing an independent foreign policy is an 
elaborate charade. 

In short, for two decades the U.S. has 
been swindled in its bargain with Romania. 
It thus is time to rethink this deal. The 
place to start is with the Most Favored 
Nation <MFN> trade status, which Romania 
has enjoyed with the U.S. since 1975, some
thing of enormous economic and symbolic 
benefit to Bucharest. The Reagan Adminis
tration should reverse a policy that has 
failed to improve the lot of Romanians or to 
help the U.S. diplomatically. The Adminis
tration should ask Congress to deny Roma
nia Most Favored Nation privileges now 
that MFNL is up for its annual review. 

ROMANIA'S RECORD 

Romania's human rights record is among 
the worst in the Soviet bloc, surpassed per
haps only by the U.S.S.R. itself. The regime 
persecutes religious believers; it uses psychi
atric hospitals for political purposes; censor
ship is ubiquitous; free labor unions are to
tally forbidden. The situation has deterio
rated seriously since MFN was granted in 
1975. Jeri Laber, Executive Director of the 
U.S. Helsinki Watch Committee, for in
stance, told the House Foreign Affairs Sub
committee on Human Rights and Interna
tional Organizations in 1982 that his Com
mittee's "reports are becoming increasingly 
difficult to compile because reliable infor
mation about events in Romania is becom
ing increasingly scarce. Romania is a closed 
society." 

To be sure, since 1962 when Romania first 
resisted pressure to integrate with the Com
munist bloc economies completely under 
Soviet control, Bucharest has appeared to 
be something of a maverick in foreign af
fairs. It has made overtures to China; it 
maintains relations with Israel; it sent its 
team to the 1984 Los Angeles Olympics. 
These gestures of seeming independence 
from the USSR, however, must be balanced 
against such other factors as: Romania is 
believed to reexport to the USSR American 
goods whose sale to Moscow is banned; Ro
mania has been campaigning for increased 

Soviet presence in the Middle east negotia
tions; and the Romanian secret service, the 
CIE, is totally integrated within the Soviet 
KGB. 

In fact, according to former CIE Deputy 
Director and special advisor to President Ni
colae Ceausescu, General Ion Mihal Pacepa, 
who defected to the U.S. in 1978, all signifi
cant information gathered by the CIE is of
fered directly to the KGB. Pacepa also esti
mates that "of the Romanian trade person
nel abroad <in 1978), 70 percent were intelli
gence officers . . . . Every cooperative or 
joint venture with Western companies is in
tensively used to infiltrate to the West nu
merous intelligence officers and agents, for 
the purpose of illegally obtaining Western 
technology." 1 

The Soviet presence in Romania, mean
while, is much more extensive than some 
State Department officials are willing to 
admit. U.S. Ambassador F1.1Ilderburk, for ex
ample, has testified that by checking 
schools, registries, and license plates the 
U.S. Embassy in Romania found "an ungod
ly number" of Soviets-including Soviet 
agents in factories monitoring Romanian 
exports to the Soviet Union. 2 

And now comes the revelation that some 
20,000 Bibles sent by the World Reformed 
Alliance to the Hungarian Reform Church 
in Romania were turned into toilet paper. 
This is one more insult to Romanian citi
zens who are virtually forbidden to practice 
their various religions. 

WHY MFN STATUS FOR ROMANIA? 

In 1962, Romania surprised the interna
tional community by refusing to become 
fully integrated with the Council for 
Mutual Economic Assistance <COMECON> 
of the Soviet bloc. Because of its domestic 
energy resources, Romania apparently felt 
that it could develop a policy somewhat dif
ferent from Moscow's. The leadership 
hoped to gain some support from a popula
tion not only deeply anti-Russian but basi
cally anti-communist.s 

During the 1960s, Ceausescu came to real
ize that nationalism was a powerful means 
of gaining popular support. He thus devel
oped a foreign policy with nationalist over
tones that deviated on occasion from the 
Soviet line. This policy was aided at the be
ginning by a growing economy. But since 
the 1970s, Romania's energy supplies have 
been shrinking, and the country now must 
import oil. In 1983, Romanian oil imports 
were 12,395,000 tons, and in 1984, 10 million 
tons, mostly from the Middle East. Prior to 
1975 Romania exported to the Soviet Union 
as much as 4 million tons of oil annually, 
but now it is seeking to import about 6 mil
lion tons from the USSR. 4 As such, Bucha
rest no longer is so economically independ
ent of Moscow. 

Interpreting Romania's foreign policy 
moves to be a sign of liberalization, the U.S. 
in 1975 waived for Romania the section of 
the 1974 Trade Act known as the Jackson
Vanik Amendment. This amendment pro
hibits granting MFN treatment, government 
credits or investment guarantees, or the ne
gotiation of commercial agreements to a 

1 I.M. Pacepa and Michael Ledeen, "Romania 
Reaps Rewards of Hi-Tech Thefts," Human Events, 
March 16, 1985. 

1 The Washington Post, May 15, 1985. 
s Robert King, in his "History of the Romanian 

Communist Party" <Stanford, California: Hoover 
Institution Press, 1980), states that the Party's 
membership in August 1944 was a negligible 1,000. 

• See RFE/RL, "Situation Report" 5, March 13, 
1985, pp. 7-10. 
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communist country that fails to promote 
human rights, particularly the right to emi
grate. 5 The President may waive the prohi
bition annually, subject to congressional ap
proval, and extend MFN status to a commu
nist country. Presidents and Congresses 
have waived the ban on Romania since 1975 
and on Hungary since 1978. 

The waiver originally was granted to Ro
mania in an effort "to create a viable frame
work and favorable atmosphere for the de
velopment of trade and economic coopera
tion." 8 And more recently, another aspect 
was clarified by Gary Matthews, Deputy As
sistant Secretary for Human Rights and Hu
manitarian Affairs: "This administration 
and the three preceding it have looked to 
Romania's relatively independent foreign 
policy as a significant factor in the evolu
tion of Eastern European relations with the 
Soviets." 7 As examples, Matthews lists Ro
mania's dissent from the Soviet line on such 
Warsaw Pact and COMECON issues as: Ro
mania's Warsaw Pact military participation 
is more limited than that of other members; 
it sent a team to the 1984 Olympics; it has 
maintained diplomatic relations with Israel 
since 1967; it hosted Israeli Prime Minister 
Perez in February 1985; its votes in the U.S. 
General Assembly have diverged more from 
Soviet positions that those of other Eastern 
European countries; and it has allowed con
siderable Jewish emigration. 

For such actions, Romania has benefited 
from U.S. extension of MFN status, Politi
cally, MFN bolsters the image of Ceausescu, 
one of the Eastern bloc's most ruthless dic
tators and the only true Stalinist left in 
power. Economically, total two-way trade 
between the U.S. and Romania increased 
from about $450 million in 1976 to over 
$1.21billionin1984, though U.S. exports to 
Romania have held virtually steady from 
$249 million in 1976 to $246 million in 1984. 
Romania has received U.S. government 
Export-Import Bank and Commodity Credit 
Corporation credits to purchase U.S. ex
ports, and is eligible for political risk insur
ance from the Overseas Private Investment 
Corporation. U.S. imports provide Romania 
with products needed to help its disastrous 
economic situation. These include grains 
and seeds, coal, electric machinery, chemi
cals, and cattle hides. 

Western economic concessions, however, 
provide no incentives to Ceausescu to decen
tralize Romania's economy or to pay heed 
to the human rights of its citizens. Instead, 
MFN and other concessions allow him to 
continue his harsh, repressive policies. 

HUMAN RIGHTS SITUATION 

"Romania is generally considered to be 
one of the most egregious human rights of
fenders in Eastern Europe. Nor has the situ
ation improved over the past few years. A 
severely deteriorating economy, a corrupt 

5 A careful reading of the amendment indicates 
that it was intended to cover more than one par· 
ticular human right, freedom of emigration. Sec· 
tion 402 of the 1974 Trade Act states its objectives 
to be "to assure the continued dedication of the 
Unite:i States to fundamental human rights." It 
then defines the means for achieving these objec
tives, citing emigration as a condition for the exten
sion of trade benefits. On May 23, 1985, Congress
man Mark Slljander <R-MI) introduced H.R. 2596, 
which would deny MFN status to countries that dis
criminate on ethnic, cultural, or religious grounds. 

• Hearings before the Subcommittee on Trade of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, House of Rep
resentatives, June 22 and July 9, 1979, p. 43. 

1 Hearings before the House Foreign Affairs Sub
committee on Human rights and International Or
ganizations, May 14, 1985. 

bureaucracy, an omnipresent secret police 
network, and the 'cult of personality' sur
rounding the Ceausescu family have result
ed in increasing misery for Romanian citi
zens." So says the U.S. Helsinki Watch 
Committee, a nongovernmental organiza
tion that monitors human rights, in a May 
14, 1985, report to Congress. In every area, 
Romania disregards international human 
rights standards and even its own laws. In 
its 1984 Country Reports on Human Rights 
Practices, the State Department empha
sized that "in the area of human rights 
major discrepancies persist between Roma
nia's Constitution, law, public pronounce
ments and international commitments on 
the one hand, and the civil liberties and 
human rights actually allowed by the 
regime on the other." 8 

To stifle dissent, for example, Ceausescu's 
regime employs such tactics as: beatings, 
jailing, incarceration in psychiatric hospi
tals, torture, even political murder. In April 
1984, for example, Father Geza Palfi was 
beaten to death by security police for sug
gesting that Christmas should not be a 
workday. Amnesty International continues 
to receive reports of people who are impris
oned or harassed for the nonviolent exercise 
of their right to freedom of expression. 11 

Religious persecution 
The State Department knows of many 

cases of Romanians forbidden from travel
ing to attend religious gatherings and funer
als. The International League for Human 
Rights cites cases of religious leaders sin
gled out for repression by administrative 
action. 10 Among them: 

Father Calciu-Dumitreasa, a Romanian 
Orthodox priest and professor of theology, 
was released from prison in August 1984, 
after serving a ten-year sentence for nonvio
lent human rights activity. Since then he 
has been placed under virtual house arrest. 
He is unemployed, deprived of outside con
tacts, denied a passport, and subject to strict 
surveillance. 

Reverend Istvan Tokes, an internationally 
respected theologian and a senior official of 
the Hungarian Reformed Church, after 
strong official pressure, was fired in Novem
ber 1983 as professor at the Protestant 
Theological Seminary, and in May 1984 was 
dismissed from his post as Assistant Bishop. 
He is under continuing surveillance. 

Felicia Russo has been harassed repeated
ly by authorities since she converted to the 
Pentecostal Church. She was expelled from 
the university and denied a passport. She 
now can get only menial jobs for which, 
church sources report, she is paid approxi
mately $4 a month. 

The League also reports that on April 26, 
1985, Reverend Petru Popescu, known for 
his criticisms of the state's anti-religious 
policies, disappeared from a train station 

• "Country Reports on Human Rl.ahta Practices,'' 
Department of State, February 1984, p, 1077. It 
may be argued, however, that Romanian law does 
not guarantee any human rl1hta, once the provfsoa 
are read in the proper context. See Juliana Geran 
Pilon, "The Romanian Dlatinctlon between Nep
tive and Positive IJberty,'' Studies in Soviet 
Thou1ht 23 <1982>. pp. 131-140. 

• See the prepared statement of Amnesty Interna
tional, USA. on Amnesty Internatlonal's Concerns 
in Romania, to the House Subcommittee on Human 
Right.a and International Orpnizationa, May 14, 
1985. 

1° Cited in the Testimony of the International 
League for Human Rlrhta before the Subcommit
tee on Human Rlrhts and International Orraniza· 
tiona by Nina Shea, Prosram Director, on May 14, 
1985, p. 6. 

platform; his whereabouts are unknown. On 
April 19, Constantin Sfatcu, a Baptist lay 
leader was imprisoned for distributing; 
Radu Filipescu, a Romanian engineer, is 
currently in prison for distributing leaflets 
critical of the regime. These are but a few 
examples of the routine repression of Ro
manians attempting to practice their reli
gion. 

The latest and perhaps most dramatic ex
ample of Romania's blatant disregard for re
ligious liberty is the revelation that some 
20,000 Bibles sent by the World Reformed 
Alliance to the Hungarian Reformed 
Church in Romania never reached the ap
proximately 1 million church members. In
stead the Bibles were sent to the paper mill 
in Braila to be recycled into toilet paper. 
Since many original words and letters re
mained intact, the fate of the Bibles became 
known in the West. 11 Meanwhile, religious 
believers in Romania are deprived of Bibles 
in violation of the Helsinki Accords and the 
peace treaties after World War II. 

Nor is the situation likely to improve. For 
at the 13th Congress of the Romanian Com
munist Party last November, Ceausescu 
vowed to "take firm measures against vari
ous mystical and obscurantist manifesta
tions." Indeed, the Romanian administra
tive body dealing with religious matters is 
known as "the Department of Cults." 

Repression of minorities 
The New York-based Committee for 

Human Rights in Romania has been moni
tored effectively the increasingly desperate 
situation of the 2.5 million Hungarian na
tionals in Romania <out of a total popula
tion of 20 million>. 12 In the past year, all 
television broadcasting in Hungarian has 
been stopped. Hungarian schools are being 
closed. The government routinely assigns 
Hungarian graduates of universities and 
trade schools to jobs outside the communi
ty, creating an acute shortage of Hungarian 
teachers and language experts in the Hun
garian areas. The persecuted dissident 
Karol Kiraly summarized the situation of 
the Hungarian minority in an interview in 
October 1984: 

The atmosphere of terror is beyond de
scription. It permeates every aspect of ev
eryday life. The most arbitrary and extreme 
measures are taken with respect to educa
tion, housing, cultural and religious activi
ties, in total disregard of established laws 
and regulations. The fear which the secret 
police has managed to instill in every citizen 
makes even the simplest act become incred
ibly risky and complicated. Making a long 
distance telephone call to Hungary, for ex
ample, is itseU already considered a suspi
cious activity .... Distrust is so prevalent 
that no one dares communicate to anyone. 
Those who dare to trust someone risk their 
jobs, their homes or anything they might 
hold dear .13 

Emigration: The dark 8to1"1/ 

"Illegal" emigration is forbidden. To at
tempt it and fail is an offense punishable 
with up to three years in jail. 

11 Further information on Romania's religious 
persecution may be obtained from Rev. Dr. Alexan
der Havadtoy, miniater at the Calvin Church in 
Fairfield, Connecticut, and Professor at the Yale 
University Divinity School. 

11 See, for example, the extensive testimony of 
La8Zlo Hamoa, Chairman of the Committee for 
Human Rights in Romania, in Hearing of the Inter
national Trade Subcommittee of the Senate Com
mittee on Finance, Auauat 8, 1984, pp. 159-239. 

u Shea. op. cit., p. 12. 
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Legal emigration has many facets. Since 

the early 1960s, according to General 
Pacepa, Ceausescu has been engaged in 
what amounts to "selling Romanians" as an 
expert commodity.u That is in exchange 
for emigrants Romania has received from 
the governments of Israel and West Germa
ny thousands of dollars in cash along with 
low interest credits issued through the CIE 
for increased emigration quotas. Since 1972, 
charges Pacepa, hundreds of millions of dol
lars have been received for bartering Roma
nian Jews and Germans behind political 
scenes and have been deposited in a person
al account of Ceausescu, some in the Roma
nian Foreign Trade Bank, some in Switzer
land. 

The number of Romanians allowed to emi
grate to the U.S. is not an accurate indicator 
of the situation. The figure has grown from 
980 in 1975 to 4,545 last year. But many of 
those allowed to leave reportedly are crimi
nals "dumped" on the U.S., agents instruct
ed to infiltrate the emigre community, or 
dissidents forcibly exiled. Bona fide emi
grants, by contrast, are encountering in
creased harassment. Inordinate delays are 
standard. Applicants for permission to emi
grate often are fired from their jobs, demot
ed to lower paying jobs, evicted from their 
homes or given inadequate housing, or 
denied medical care and other benefits. 111 

Their children, meanwhile, are not allowed 
to enroll in schools. 

The U.S. was ready to deny MFN status in 
1983 after Ceausescu announced in Novem
ber 1982 the possible imposition of an edu
cation tax on prospective emigrants to reim
burse the state for the cost of educating 
those seeking to leave. Ronald Reagan an
nounced that MFN status would end if the 
policy were not canceled. Only days before 
the deadline, the tax was rescinded. In ret
rospect, many observers agree with Jeri 
Laber of the U.S. Helsinki Committee that 
the controversial tax was likely a ploy. Ex
plains Laber: "By first imposing the educa
tion tax and then lifting. it, the Romanian 
government is ·distracting attention from 
other impediments to freedom of emigra
tion and from its worsening human rights 
record in general, things which endangered 
MFN long before the education tax became 
an issue." 

What is worse, the tax seems to have re
turned through the back door in the form 
of bribes. The International League for 
Human Rights has documented reports of 
government agents demanding bribes of up 
to $3,200 from individuals before they are 
permitted to emigrate. This is confirmed by 
Western diplomatic sources. These pay
ments, charges League Program Director 
Nina Shea, "are a substitute for the Educa
tion Tax." 

Repression of workers 
The Ceausescu regime tolerates virtually 

no expression of worker dissatisfaction. In 
August 1977, a large-scale strike by 35,000 
coal miners in the Jiu valley in southwest 
Romania was swiftly, brutally suppressed. 
Thousands of workers were fired or sent 

" "Human Events," p. 225. 
11 Over the years, Rabbi Jacob Birnbaum, head of 

the Center of Russian and East European Jewry in 
New York, has documented the harassment of 
Jewish prospective emigrants in particular. He also 
notes that 1983-1984 saw the resurgence of the 
rash of anti-Semitic writings in 1980. A long, insidi
ous article in the Communist Youth League news
paper Scinteia Tineretului in April 1983, for exam
ple, discusses a Jewish "plot against the specificity 
of the Romanian Spirit." See Senate Hearing, op. 
cit., Aug. 8, 1984, pp. 153-159 and 476-489. 

back to their native villages; the leaders 
were arrested. 111 An attempt in 1979 to form 
a Free Trade Union of Romanian Workers 
was also quickly quashed. According to Am
nesty International, two leaders of the 
movement, Iona Cana and Gheorghe Braso
veanu, were confined to psychiatric institu
tions, while a third was sentenced to eight
een months imprisonment. 17 

A new decree now places those entering 
the labor force in what amounts to inden
tured servitude. All are forced to remain at 
their first assigned jobs for at least five 
years or forfeit half of the wages. Students 
are forced to work. Last summer, three mil
lion young people were sent into the coun
tryside to help with the harvesting. 18 

Censorship 
Censorship has been intensified in recent 

years from its already high level. Because 
all publications are controlled by the gov
ernment, Romania may be the only East 
European country without a samizdat or 
underground literature. Citizens are re
quired to register their typewriters. These 
can be confiscated if that is deemed "in the 
interest of the state." The author of a book 
critical of the Ceausescu regime, Adevarul 
<The Truth), was arrested in June 1984. He 
has not been heard from since. 

Assassinations 
A critic of the Romanian regime does not 

escape the long arm of Ceausescu's ire even 
by exile or emigration. Paul Goma, the dis
sident writer expelled to France in 1977, was 
targeted for assassination in 1982. His 
would-be assassin, Matei Haiducu, revealed 
to the French secret service the details of 
his mission. This is not the only such case. 
In 1980, West Germany arrested a man who 
spied on Romanian emigrants for Romanian 
intelligence; in February 1981, parcel bombs 
were sent to the homes of prominent Roma
nian exiles in Paris and Cologne, injuring 
two of them and a police bomb expert; in 
July 1981, Emil Georgescu, an outspoken 
Romanian program editor at Radio Free 
Europe in Munich was stabbed 22 times. 
Other Radio Free Europe personnel who 
have been beaten or targeted for assassina
tion include Monica Lovinescu and Sergiu 
Manoliu. 111 

In July 1978 General Ion Pacepa was in
structed personally by Ceausescu to conduct 
secret assassinations by mailing plastic ex
plosives to exiles critical of the Ceausescu 
regime. Pace pa refused and defected. Since 
his 1978 defection, he has been the target of 
at least seven assassination attempts. 

The repression of Romanian citizens, even 
beyond Romania's borders, makes it seem 
especially inappropriate for the U.S. to 
bestow preferential MFN status on the 
Ceausescu regime. 

HOW INDEPENDENT OP THE USSR IS ROKANIA? 

Romania's political behavior is surely mo
tivated mainly by a need to compensate for 
domestic economic and human rights short
comings and to rally some popular support 
for the ruling Communist Party. Romania's 
ruthless internal repression, in fact, is a key 
reason for Moscow's tolerance of Romania's 

u Vladf Georrescu, "Iatoria Romanllor" <The 
History of the Romanians> <Los Angeles, American 
Romanian Academy of Arts of Sciences>, p. 336. See 
pp. 310-345 for an excellent summary of Romania's 
current situation and policies. 

11 Al Annual Report 1981 <London>. p. 314. 
1 • RFE/RL "Situation Report" 7, April 9, 1985, p. 

14. 
19 See Ion Pacepa's comments on these acts in "Le 

Matin" February 4, 1985. 

occasional gestures defying the Soviet for
eign policy line. According to Romanian
born political science professor Aurel 
Braun, now of the University of Toronto, 
Moscow is willing to condone some dissent, 
provided that the country is governed with 
an iron, Leninist fist and that the USSR can 
reap other benefits. 20 

More important, some of Romania's seem
ingly independent moves actually may sup
port Moscow's policies. While it is true, for 
instance, that Ceausescu appeared to have 
upset Moscow by asserting that no state has 
the right to intervene in Poland, he also 
strongly condemned the activities of the 
Solidarity trade union movement in lan
guage echoing Moscow's. And though it has 
received little attention, Romania approved 
the imposition of martial law in Poland. 

In Middle East matters, Romania also 
hardly displeases Moscow. Romania sup
ports an international conference organized 
by the U.N., in which the Soviet Union and 
the Palestine Liberation Organization would 
participate. Earlier this year, Ceausescu told 
The Jerusalem Post that he favored in
creased Soviet involvement in the Middle 
East. 

Though Romania has yet to exchange am
bassadors with Nicaragua, Bucharest was 
one of the first to recognize Nicaragua's 
communist regime. According to a Czecho
slovak report, Romania has joined other 
Warsaw pact countries in sending 28 tons of 
food and medicine to Nicaragua aboard a 
Soviet Aerofiot plane. 21 It is believe that 
Romania also has sent military aid to Nica
ragua. 

Romania generally has backed, with polit
ical and material aid, Marxist and other rad
ical leftist movements throughout the 
world.22 This policy, probably motivated by 
Ceausescu's attempts to become a world 
leader, suits Moscow very well. 

Most dangerous to the U.S. and the West 
is the integration of the Romanian secret 
service within the Soviet bloc intelligence 
services. To be sure, the Romanian CIE no 
longer technically reports to Moscow. But 
General Pacepa reports that the CIE has 
extensive ties to the Soviet KGB. Experts 
believe that the CIE is a very important ally 
in the KGB's espionage network, including 
inside the U.S. In addition, the CIE has 
secret agreements with the Hungarian, 
Yugoslav, and Bulgarian secret services for 
smuggling high technological commercial 
and military equipment into Romania and 
for sending drugs and arms abroad. In 1977 
and 1978 alone, the Romanians sold West
ern smugglers more than 200 pounds of nar
cotics.113 

Romania's voting record at the U.N. is 
cited by some State Department officials as 
an example of Bucharest's independence 
from Moscow. In 1983, for example, while 
the U.S. and Soviet Union voted together 
13.8 percent of the time in the General As
sembly, Romania voted with the U.S. 16.3 
percent of the time. But in 1984, Moscow ac
tually voted with the U.S. 13.2 percent of 
the time compared to 10.1 percent for Ro
mania. 

In view of its growing economic depend
ence on the Soviet Union, Romania can be 

ao Aurel Braun, "Romanian Foreign Policy Since 
1970: The Political and Military Limits of Auton
omy" <New York: Praeger, 1978). 

u "Cetka," August 6, 1979; cited in RFE/RL "Sit
uation Report" 3, February 8, 1985, p. 7. 

u RFE/RL "Situation Report" 3, February 8, 
1985. 

u "Human Events," p. 230. 
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expected to toe the Moscow line even more 
carefully. Ceausescu has been seeking in
creased fuel supplies from the Soviet Union. 
Radio Free Europe researcher Paul Gafton 
notes that Moscow "seems to be maintain
ing a deliberate gap between its oil exports 
and Romania's expectations in this domain. 
an obvious economic lever aimed at influ
encing Romania's political behavior." 24 

The Soviet presence in Romania, mean
while, apparently is mounting. Reports Am
bassador Funderburk: 

Our guys observed a large Soviet presence 
in Romania that was not welcome news to 
some officials in Washington. On our own 
initiative, we looked in registries, checked 
schools, traced license plates and came up 
with an ungodly number of resident Soviets, 
including Soviet agents in factories monitor
ing Romanian exports to the Soviet Union. 25 

Funderburk also cites evidence that Ro
mania has transferred to the Soviet Union 
technology obtained from the U.S. This is 
confirmed by Commerce Department offi
cials. 

CONCLUSION 

At one time, it might have made sense for 
the U.S. to grant favors to Romania in the 
hopes of getting something in return. For a 
decade, however, the U.S. has waited pa
tiently for Bucharest to live up to its end of 
the deal. Instead, Romania remains prob
ably Eastern Europe's most repressive 
nation-except for the USSR. Romanian 
human rights are systematically abused, 
and emigration is rigidly restricted. Rou
tinely in Romania there are psychiatric in
carcerations and torture of political dissi
dents, harassment of would-be emigrants 
and religious believers, assassinations, and a 
fraudulent emigration record that includes 
a large number of forced exiles, criminals, 
and agents of the secret police. 

Romania's much-touted "independent" 
road in foreign affairs, meanwhile, is a cha
rade. The Romanian secret service, its high 
technology espionage efforts, its illegal drug 
trafficking efforts; are all closely integrated 
with the KGB. Many of Romania's actions, 
moreover, directly benefit Moscow, includ
ing its attempts to involve the Soviet Union 
in Middle East negotiations and the report
ed transfer to the Soviet Union of high 
technology obtained from the U.S. 

As such, the U.S. should start treating Ro
mania as the hard-line Stalinist state that it 
is. Washington should not enhance the 
Ceausescu regime by giving it the gift of 
Most Favored Nation trade status. To deny 
MFN to Romania would signal to the Roma
nian government that the U.S. no longer is 
fooled and no longer will encourage Bucha
rest's repressive internal policies and for
eign policy deceptions. 

JULIANA GERAN PILON, Ph.D., 
Senior Policy Analyst. 

By Mr. DENTON <for himself 
and Mr. DECONCINI): 

S. 1818. A bill to prevent the sexual 
molestation of children in Indian 
country; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

PREVENTING THE SEXUAL MOLESTATION OF 
CHILDREN IN INDIAN COUNTRY 

Mr. DENTON. Mr. President, I rise 
today, along with my distinguished 
colleague from Arizona, Senator 
DECONCINI, to introduce a bill to pre-

24 RFE/RL "Situation Report" 5, March 13, 1985. 
.. "The Washington Post," May 15, 1985. 

vent the sexual molestation of chil
dren in Indian country. 

Specifically, the bill is designed to 
fill a gap in the Major Crimes Act, 18 
U.S.C. 1153, with regard to serious 
sexual conduct directed at children. 
Currently, section 1153 reaches the 
crimes of rape, involuntary sodomy, 
and carnal knowledge of a female 
under the age of 16, when those 
crimes are committed by an Indian in 
Indian country. Although recently 
amended by Public Law 98-473 to add 
the offense of involuntary sodomy, the 
statute sill lacks adequate coverage of 
nonf orcible sexual conduct involving 
children. 

Serious offenses that are not covered 
include various types of sexual contact 
with male or female children other 
than carnal knowledge. Many U.S. at
torneys have reported a troubling in
crease in incidents on Indian reserva
tions. Amendment of the Major 
Crimes Act is necessary to permit ef
fective enforcement, since without the 
amendment these serious offenses, 
which nearly all States treat as f elo
nies, are prosecutable only in a tribal 
court, which may administer punish
ment only up to 6 months' imprison
ment according to 25 U.S.C. 1302(7). 

Moreover, amendment of the Major 
Crimes Act is necessary to increase the 
protection for children on Indian res
ervations and to equalize the punish
ment for such crimes between Indian 
and non-Indian offenders. A non
Indian who commits the crime of 
sexual molestation of a minor in 
Indian country is punishable under 
the far more stringent provisions of 
State law, either in State court when 
the victim is a non-Indian, or in Feder
al court by assimilation under 18 
U.S.C. 1152 when the victim is an 
Indian. 

The bill adds the offense of "f eloni
ous sexual molestation of a minor" to 
section 1153, thus permitting State 
law to be used in Federal court to 
prosecute Indian as well as non-Indian 
sexual molesters of children in Indian 
country. The description of the of
fense as "sexual molestation of a 
minor" is, like the recent addition of 
"involuntary sodomy,'' meant to be ge
neric in nature. Thus, it would not 
matter whether the particular State 
denominated its offense as "sexual 
molestation" or by some other title 
such as "indecent liberties" or "sexual 
contact" with children. 

So long as the State has on its books 
a felony offense that proscribes the 
conduct of nonf orcible sexual abuse of 
the person of a minor, also as defined 
by State law, that offense will be in
corporated into section 1153. The of
fense must, however, be a felony. This 
qualification ensures that, as with all 
other offenses in section 1153, only 
the major varieties of the offense will 
be subject to Federal jurisdiction, 

maintaining exclusive tribal jurisdic
tion over the lesser offenses. 

Mr. President, as the U.S. Supreme 
Court noted in the famous case of New 
York versus Ferber, "the prevention 
of sexual exploitation and abuse of 
children constitutes a Government ob
jective of surpassing importance." It is 
with that objective in mind that Sena
tor DECONCINI and I introduce this bill 
to prevent the sexual molestation of 
children in Indian country and to give 
those children the same protections 
enjoyed by non-Indian children. 

The bill has the strong endorsement 
by the National Congress of American 
Indians, as indicated by a resolution 
adopted at their recent annual meet
ing. The bill is also endorsed by the 
Alabama Indian Affairs Commission 
and the U.S. Department of Justice. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill and the resolution by 
the National Congress of American In
dians be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1818 
Be it enacted b1/ the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United State& of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 1153 of title 18. United States Code, is 
amended by inserting "felonious sexual mo
lestation of a Ininor.'' after "involuntary 
sodomy," each place it appears. 

RESOLUTION No. T-86-46/H 
NATIONAL CONGRESS OP' AJIER.ICAN INDIAN$ 

A resolution urging Congress to amend 
the Major Crimes Act by adding the crime 
of child sexual molestation. 

Whereas, recognition of Child Sexual 
Abuse Problems on Indians Reservations 
and Alaskan Natives is an important initial 
step in facing and taking ste~ to resolve 
this pervasive social problem; and 

Whereas, Child Sexual Abuse situations 
disrupt families and causes serious and per
manent psychological damage to Indian 
children; and 

Whereas, Tribal Social Services Offices, 
Tribal Prosecutor's Offices, and the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs and Tribal Law Enforce
ment Office, must cooperate to fully pros
ecute persons cominitting child sexual c.buse 
crimes on Indian Reservations; and 

Whereas, at the present time many Tribes 
do not have specific Child Molestation laws 
in their criminal codes and if an Indian is 
convicted of child sexual molestation, the 
maximum penalty available in Tribal Courts 
is six months incarceration, a five hundred 
dollar fine, or both; and 

Whereas, an Indian cominitting a child 
molestation crime which is not considered 
Rape. Assault with Intent to Cominit Rape, 
or Incest may not be charged with a federal 
Major Crime pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 1153; 
and 

Whereas, it is necessary and crucial to ef
fective law enforcement on Indian Reserva
tions and to protect the mental health and 
physical well-being of Indian to have the 
United States Congress enact into law as 
part of the Major Crimes Act Molestation 
law. 

Now therefore be it resolved: 
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1. The National Congress of American In

dians hereby urges the United States Con
gress to enact into law an amendment to the 
Major Crimes Act, 18 U.S.C. 1153, making 
child molestation by an Indian to an Indian 
child occurring on an Indian Reservation, a 
federal crime justiciable in the federal 
courts and providing the federal courts the 
power to punish Indian offenders. 

2. The National Congress of American In
dians hereby urges the United States Con
gress to enact into law an amendment to the 
Indian Civil Rights Act, 25 U.S.C. § 1302(7), 
enlarging the penalty and punishment 
power of tribal courts to imprisonment for a 
term of one year or a fine of $1,000, or both. 

3. The National Congress of American In
dians hereby authorizes its duly elected offi
cers to take all appropriate steps to urge 
Indian Tribes, Indian organizations, the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Department 
of Justice, and the United States Congress 
to support amending the Major Crimes Act 
to include the crime of Child Molestation. 

By Mr. LEAHY: 
S. 1821. A bill entitled the "Nuclear 

Waste Reform Act of 1985"; to the 
Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

NUCLEAR WASTE REFORM ACT 

e Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would 
like to introduce today the Nuclear 
Waste Reform Act of 1985. This legis
lation will make major changes in our 
existing nuclear waste policies. 

I will also introduce in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD at this point testimony 
I delivered before the Environment 
and Public Works Committee which 
explains this legislation and provides 
background information on why it is 
being introducted, and I ask unani
mous consent that the testimony be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
TEsTIMONY OF SENATOR PATRICK J. LEAHY 

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENT AND PuBLIC 
WORKS COMMITTEE ON THE NUCLEAR WASTE 
POLICY ACT OF 1982, OCTOBER 30, 1985 

Before I begin to discuss my views on the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act, I want to thank 
the Chairman of the Committee, my col
league from Vermont, Bob Stafford, for 
scheduling these hearings. As he knows, the 
Department of Energy's nuclear waste pro
gram has been very controversial in Ver
mont. Hundreds of Vermonters have turned 
out at meetings throughout the state on the 
Department's plans. 

It will be no surprise to the Senators here 
today to learn that many strong feelings 
were expressed in those meetings. But those 
meetings did much more than vent feelings. 
Many of the speakers raised fundamental 
questions about the wisdom and fairness of 
the present radioactive waste program. The 
concerns raised by those Vermonters have 
made it clear to me that the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act needs to be thoroughly reviewed 
by the Congress. Two broad issues need to 
be addressed. 

First, has the Department of Energy im
plemented the Nuclear Waste Policy Act as 
Congress intended? 

Second, does the Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act need to be fundamentally altered? 

I urge the Committee to address each of 
these issues. I have come to the conclusion 

that the act needs to be fundamentally al
tered and that the Department has not im
plemented the existing act in a manner that 
should be accepted by the Congress. 

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act had two 
l:)asic premises. The first was that the Con
gress must establish a program to dispose of 
nuclear wastes quickly. This urgency existed 
because the lack of a demonstrated method 
of radioactive waste disposal threatened the 
viability of nuclear power in the United 
States. Indeed, at the time the act was being 
written, the Supreme Court was considering 
whether to overturn the California statute, 
which conditioned the expansion of nuclear 
power on the demonstration of such a solu
tion. The nuclear industry viewed the pas
sage of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act as part 
of an effort to win that lawsuit and overrule 
the Calfornia statute. 

The second premise of that legislation was 
that the radioactive waste problem was a 
political problem and not a scientific one. 
Thus, it was necessary to create a system 
that would overcome the political obstacles 
through deadlines and similar mechanisms. 
It was assumed that an acceptable geologi
cal site could be found. 

I do not agree with either of these prem
ises. When the Congress writes nuclear 
waste legislation, I believe that its premise 
should be the health and safety of the 
American people. I believe that the determi
nation of whether or not a safe geological 
site can be found for nuclear waste is a 
matter that must be solved by scientific re
search and not legislative fiat. 

Let me give three examples of how the 
premise that the nuclear waste disposal 
problem must be solved quickly has created 
an unsound and unfair process. 

The act requires that the second set of re
positories be chosen by 1989. Now that may 
seem like a long time. However, when you 
start to realize, as the Department of 
Energy now does, all the work that has to 
be done to make such a decision, it becomes 
a very short deadline. DOE has already 
slipped the deadline by two years. Because 
of the time pressures built into the act, the 
Department of Energy had to choose to 
look for the second repository where it had 
already completed an initial geological 
survey. Its completed studies had only 
looked at eastern granite. Therefore, in its 
search for new candidates for the second 
round of sites, it only looked at crystalline 
rock <granite> east of the Mississippi. In 
making this arbitrary decision only to look 
at granite east of the Mississippi, it ignored 
two-thirds of the granite deposits in the 
United States. Then in limiting the candi
date areas to crystalline rock, it ignored the 
huge areas of shale that it now believes may 
be acceptable repositories. Why did it not 
look at these other types of rocks? Because 
it did not know enough about shale when it 
began the second round process. 

If the Nuclear Waste Policy Act were writ
ten on the premise that it is more important 
to find a safe site than it is to find a site 
soon, the process would be very different. 
All of the various possibilities for geological 
disposal would have been thoroughly re
searched first, and then the entire United 
States would be searched for candidate 
sites. 

The time pressure to find a nuclear waste 
dump has created other problems as well. In 
section 960.3-2-1 of the regulations, it 
states: "To identify a site as potentially ac
ceptable, the evidence shall support a find
ing that the site is not disqualified in ac
cordance with the application requirements 

set forth in Appendix III of this part." This 
is completely backwards. Ignorance is not 
bliss. A site should only be considered ac
ceptable if the evidence shows that it is ac
ceptable. 

Think of a small town in Vermont that be
lieves that its granite has severe structural 
problems that would make it an unsafe 
waste dump. It would cost hundreds of 
thousands and possibly millions of dollars to 
establish definitely whether or not the fault 
exists. But under the Department of Ener
gy's regulations, the town bears the burden 
and the cost of proving that it is not an ac
ceptable site. 

Why does DOE not bear the burden of 
proof? Because if it did, the whole process 
would be brought to a standstill. 

The drive to find an acceptable radioac
tive waste site quickly has also meant that 
the procedural safeguards usually available 
to protect citizens from arbitrary and 
unwise governmental action have been short 
circuited. Normally if citizens and states be
lieve that an agency is proceeding unfairly, 
they can use the environmental impact 
process and the courts to protect their 
rights and force the agency to address their 
concerns. However, the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act has been written so that environ
mental impact statements, and probably 
court action, are precluded until very late in 
the process. This makes the process go more 
smoothly, but it also means that the process 
may very well be scientifically unsound and 
fundamentally unfair. 

I hope that the Committee will consider 
the issues that I have raised this morning. I 
hope it will carefully examine both the 
premises of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act 
and its implementation. 

In order to assist the Committee in this 
endeavor, I will be introducing legislation 
today which proposes several changes in the 
act. Some of these changes are generic. 
Others speak directly to how the Depart
ment's regulations have been implemented 
in Vermont. 

First, the Area Recommendation Report, 
which will narrow the candidate list this fall 
from over 200 to 15 or 20 sites should be 
subject to the full NEPA process and court 
review. 

Second, section 112<B><l><c> should be 
amended to require DOE to examine all po
tential disposal sites wherever they exist in 
the country. 

Third, section 960.3-2-1 should be 
changed to require that sites not chosen as 
priority sites for round two should be elimi
nated from consideration for twenty-five 
years. This will free communities from the 
limbo created by existing regulations. 

Fourth, the existing regulations must be 
amended to place the burden of proof to de
velop the evidence needed to show that a 
site is qualified on the Department of 
Energy, and not on the local town to prove 
that it is disqualified. 

Fifth, several of my colleagues in the 
House and the Senate have pointed out that 
poor transportation facilities should pre
clude certain sites from consideration. The 
Department of Energy has refused to use 
transportation problems as disqualifying cri
teria. The legislation would correct this situ
ation. 

Sixth, the Department of Energy, because 
it does not understand our governmental 
structure in Vermont, has failed to exclude 
from its consideration for the second reposi
tory 34 towns in Vermont with populations 
of 2,500 or more. The bill corrects this error. 
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Seventh, as we have learned from our 

hearings in Vermont, the location of a nu
clear waste dump along our Canadian 
border will cause serious problems with our 
neighbors. Large numbers of Canadians 
have appeared at meetings in Vermont to 
express their opposition to a site on the 
border. The Canadian Energy Minister has 
also objected to the location of a site along 
the Canadian border. The legislation ad
dresses this issue by requiring that the De
partment consider Canadian population 
density and preclude from consideration 
sites along the border which would require 
geological testing in Canada to determine 
their suitability. 

Finally, the regulations state that a nucle
ar waste repository should not be located in 
the National Park system. The National 
Scenic Trail system, which includes the Ap
palachian Trail, is, by law and regulation, 
part of the National Park system. The legis
lation orders the Department not to locate 
the nuclear waste depository on or adjacent 
to this important national recreational re
source. 

Since 1980 when I held hearings on the 
potential impact of the Department's plan 
to locate a nuclear waste dump in rural 
areas, I have been concerned that the De
partment of Energy does not understand 
nor is it inclined to undertake the search for 
a nuclear waste depository in a manner that 
recognizes the value of rural America. Un
fortunately, our experience in Vermont has 
confirmed this concern. I urge the Commit
tee to comprehensively review and reform 
the Department's nuclear waste programs.e 

By Mr. ARMSTRONG (for him
self and Mr. HART): 

S. 1819. A bill to amend the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act to designate cer
tain segments of the Cache la Poudre 
River and the South Fork of the 
Cache la Poudre River in Colorado as 
a component of the National Wild and 
Scenic River System; to the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

CACHE LA POUDRE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER 
DESIGNATION 

e Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
today, I am introd11cing a bill which 
would amend the Wild and Scenic 
River Act of 1968, to include portions 
of the Cache la Poudre River located 
in north-central Colorado as part of 
the national wild and scenic river 
system. This bill is identical to H.R. 
3547, which was introduced in the 
House by my colleague Congressman 
HANK BROWN on October 10, 1985. 

The Cache la Poudre River is a mar
velously unique, free-flowing body of 
water representing the largest remain
ing stretch of undeveloped river in the 
United States east of the Rocky Moun
tains. Beginning at the Continental 
Divide in Rocky Mountain National 
Park, the River flows east through 
Roosevelt National Forest and the 
Colorado cities of LaPorte, Fort Col
lins, and Greeley, before joining the 
South Platt River. In 1973 the river 
was one of 12 Colorado rivers author
ized for Federal study for wild and 
scenic designation through legislation 
<Public Law 93-621) sponsored by the 
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late Senator Peter Dominick of Colo
rado. 

The Forest Service began studing 
the river for wild and scenic designa
tion in 1977. The draft environmental 
impact statement and proposed recom
mendations, covering 83 miles of the 
upper reaches of the river, were issued 
for public comment in early 1980-
over 1,300 comments resulted. Last 
spring, the White House recommended 
that 62 miles of the river be designat
ed. The bill I am introducing today 
would designate 75 miles. 

Beginning at the river's source at 
Poudre Lake in Rocky Mountain Na
tional Park, the bill would preserve 
the Cache la Poudre through the town 
of Poudre Park. In honor of Senator 
Dominick, this bill would label the 
first 18 miles of the river as the "Peter 
H. Dominick Wild River Area." The 
bill proposes designating thirty-one 
miles of the river as "wild" and 44 
miles as "recreational". The legislation 
provides that nothing in the act would 
affect storage and hydroelectric 
projects downstream of the designated 
portions of the river, and also includes 
authorization for land acquisition 
from willing sellers along the designat
ed portions of the river. Private prop
erty rights are protected by the bill, 
with acquisitions of public rights-of
way and scenic easements occurring 
only where necessary and only when 
owners wish to sell. The legislation 
would additionally grandfather exist
ing water developments to insure that 
conflicts in the maintenance and man
agement of those projects do not 
occur. 

As Congressman BROWN said recent
ly: 

This legislation is the result of long nego
tiations between the northern Colorado 
water community and local and national en
vironmental groups-It represents the best 
spirit of compromise in terms of the long
term interests of all of Northern Colorado. 
The individuals involved should be proud of 
their contribution to our future. 

Consequently, the legislation being 
introduced today is identical to that 
recommended by this group of water 
and environmental interests, and I ask 
that a letter from this group dated Oc
tober 7, 1985, to Congressman BROWN 
be included in the RECORD following 
my statement. 

It is my honor to introduce this leg
islation which, I believe, will establish 
the first of many wild and scenic river 
designations for Colorado. I am very 
pleased that this compromise was 
reached and commend all of the par
ties involved on their spirit of coopera
tion. I particularly want to commend 
Congressman BROWN for his tenacity 
and outstanding leadership on this 
issue. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

OCTOBER 7, 1985. 
Hon. HANK BROWN, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR HANK: Enclosed is our carefully 
drafted offering of a Wild & .Scenic River 
bill for the Cache la Poudre. We hope you 
will find it acceptable. As you well know, we 
have spent several months reaching this 
agreement. While we recognize it may not 
be perfect, we present it to you as a state
ment of our compromise and we are pledged 
to support it as written. 

We appreciate your continued support 
and encouragement. We will be available to 
testify in favor of this legislation at the ear
liest opportunity. We have heard that there 
are currently scheduled hearings on two 
other rivers on October 22. If possible, we 
would like to suggest that as a date that we 
could be in Washington to testify on the 
bill. 

Sincerely, 
Larry D. Simpson, for the Northern Col

orado Water Conservancy District; 
John M. Sayre, for the Northern Colo
rado Water Conservancy District: 
Gregory J. Hobbs, Jr., for the North
ern Colorado Water Conservancy Dis
trict; Maggie Fox, for the Sierra Club 
Southwest Office; Chuck Wanner, for 
Preserve Our Poudre; Charles B. 
White, for Sierra Club, Preserve Our 
Poudre.e 

By Mr. DECONCINI: 
S. 1820. A bill to provide financial as

sistance to State and local educational 
agencies for the development and ex
pansion of demonstration chemical 
substance abuse prevention programs 
in the public elementary and second
ary schools of such agencies, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

STUDENT CHEMICAL SUBSTANCE ABUSE 
PREVENTION ACT 

e Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing the Student 
Chemical Substance Abuse Prevention 
Act of 1985. Ths is a straightforward 
piece of legislation intended to prevent 
the use of illegal drugs by our Nation's 
children. 

Over the past two decades, the use 
of illegal drugs in the United States 
has accelerated at an unprecedented 
rate and has reached into every seg
ment of our society. We, as adults, 
seem unable to formulate an effective 
campaign to reverse the trend. Howev
er, after many months of discouraging 
and futile efforts we are beginning to 
mount an attack on the enemy called 
illegal drugs. We have come to realize 
that by working together we can make 
a real difference-we can build a 
better future for the American public. 

Mr. President, the Student Chemical 
Substance Abuse Prevention Act is one 
of many strategies we can use to re
spond to the problem of drug abuse 
which plagues our Nation's young 
people. It is my belief that the ap
proach outlined in this legislation will 
prove to be one of the most effective 
methods to achieve that objective. 
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This bill provides funding for a 3-

year demonstration project to State 
educational agencies for the purpose 
of developing and expanding drug 
abuse prevention programs by the 
local school districts. It is intended to 
off er a means to integrate into the 
public schools ongoing drug abuse pre
vention education programs which em
phasize the destructive effects of 
drugs on our health and well-being. 
The program will include the partici
pation of parents, teachers and admin
istrators, civic groups, local officials, 
business and industry, health care pro
fessionals, law enforcement personnel, 
and the students themselves • • • all 
of which are essential components for 
an effective educational program. It is 
my hope that this demonstration pro
gram will become a model which will 
be replicated in every school and com
munity, every family and by every 
person close to the problem. That 
means all of us. I believe in the old 
saying, "An ounce of prevention is 
worth a pound of cure." 

The Federal Government has made 
notable contributions toward the 
eradication of the drug abuse problem 
during the past 10 years or so, but we 
must do more in the area of preven
tion. This program is not meant to di
minish the work being done by such 
agencies as the National Institute on 
Drug Abuse CNIDAl, the National In
stitute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcohol
ism CNIAAAl, and ACTION which 
have the primary responsibility for im
plementing Federal drug abuse pre
vention and treatment programs. 
Many, many other Federal agencies 
make contributions in the effort as 
well. 

But according to a report released in 
June of this year by the GAO, Federal 
dollars for drug abuse prevention and 
treatment programs have decreased 
significantly since 1982. This decrease 
came about, according to the report, as 
a result of the implementation of the 
alcohol, drug abuse, and mental 
health CADAMHl block grant in 1982. 
Despite the fact that a number of Fed
eral agencies are active in the overall 
effort to impede drug abuse, in my 
opinion, there is not enough being 
done in the schools where the students 
are a captive audience. For example, 
the GAO report states that: 

The National Institute of Mental 
Health CNIMHl supports research on 
relationships between mental health 
and drug or alcohol abuse. 

The State Department's Bureau of 
International Narcotics Matters 
CINMl, in cooperation with NIDA, sup
ports international efforts to reduce 
the worldwide demand for drugs. 

The Department of Defense con
ducts extensive drug and alcohol abuse 
prevention programs for military per
sonnel. 

The Food and Drug Administration 
CFDAl directs educational efforts at 

the proper use of prescription and 
over-the-counter drugs. 

Mr. President, these are all worthy 
programs which deserve our support 
but this Senator is appalled by the 
fact that the Department of Educa
tion received less than $2.9 million last 
year to maintain 5 regional training 
centers to serve all 50 of our States. 
These training centers were developed 
to assist school officials and parents in 
the establishment of alcohol and drug 
abuse programs for their schools. 
They have been able to serve only 
about 4,500 communities throughout 
the U.S.A. 

Although this is a meaningful effort, 
I am extremely concerned by the fact 
that 1 out of every 18 high school sen
iors uses marijuana daily and over 2 
million young people between the ages 
of 18 and 25 currently use cocaine. In 
addition, about 3 million young adults 
between the ages of 14 and 17 are 
problem drinkers. The 1983 high 
school survey prepared by the Nation
al Institute on Drug Abuse under
scores the seriousness and scope of the 
problem. It revealed that 87 percent of 
students used alcohol, 42 percent used 
marijuana, 25 percent used stimulants, 
and 11 percent used cocaine. These 
statistics suggest to me that our young 
people are the most vulnerable while 
attending our elementary and second
ary schools where they are under 
great social pressure to experiment 
with drugs. 

Mr. President, I believe that the Stu
dent Chemical Substance Abuse Pre
vention Act will bring into focus the 
need to concentrate our drug preven
tion programs in our schools. This is 
where our children learn about and 
obtain access to drugs. And this where 
we must stop the epidemic. The devel
opment of quality drug information 
and education programs for use in our 
schools is vital to changing the envi
ronment and climate which fosters 
drug use by our young people. The col
laboration of parents, teachers, com
munity agencies, and the students in a 
collective effort is crucial if we hope to 
change the attitudes of our youth 
about the use of drugs. 

This bill authorizes $5 million to be 
appropriated in each of the fiscal 
years 1987-89 for grants to State edu
cational agencies for assistance in the 
development and expansion of demon
stration chemical substance abuse pre
ventio:tl programs in the public ele
mentary and secondary schools. 

I invite my colleagues to review this 
legislation and determine whether 
they want to participate in a strategy 
to solve the drug and alcohol abuse 
problem which plagues our school 
population or choose to look the other 
way and hope the problem will disap
pear. 

Mr. President, I realize that we are 
in a budget crunch and it's difficult to 
fund all the worthwhile initiatives 

which will enhance the quality of life 
for our youth and society as a whole. 
However, I strongly feel that funding 
this program will result in long-term 
health care savings by d£terring our 
young people using illegal drugs.e 

By Mr. THURMOND <for him
self, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LAXALT, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
SPECTER, Mr. McCONNELL, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. SASSER, Mr. DIXON, 
Mr. DANFORTH, and Mr. 
QUAYLE): 

S. 1822. A bill to amend the Copy
right Act in section 601 of title 17, 
United States Code, to provide for the 
manufacturing and public distribution 
of certain copyrighted material; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

MANUFACTURE AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION OF 
CERTAIN COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL ACT 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
today, Senator LEAHY and I, joined by 
a number of our distinguished col
leagues, introduce legislation that 
would extend indefinitely the manu
facturing clause of the Copyright Act 
and add needed modifications. 
· The manufacturing clause is not 

new. It has been part of the copyright 
law since 1891. This clause is an ob
scure part of the U.S. copyright law 
which provides that in order to get 
full U.S. protection of a copyright on a 
"preponderantly nondramatic literary 
works" in the English language by an 
American author, the work must be 
printed in the United States. Mr. 
President, this means that an Ameri
can author cannot distribute a book, 
magazine, or other printed material 
which is copyrighted and which is 
comprised of more words than pictures 
unless that material is printed in the 
United States. 

If the manufacturing clause is al
lowed to expire, the printing industry 
would suffer a devastating blow. 
During consideration of the manufac
turing clause in the 98th Congress, a 
Department of Labor study estimated 
that eliminating the clause would 
cause a loss of up to 172,000 jobs in 
the printing industry and a total loss 
of as many as 367 ,000 job opportuni
ties throughout our economy as a 
result of foreign competition. Stated 
simply, Mr. President, that is what 
this bill is all about-jobs, American 
jobs. Will the American jobs in the 
printing industry be saved or will they 
be stamped out by unfair foreign com
petition? 

The U.S. printing companies have 
virtually no access to tariffs as a 
means to control imports. The United 
States is a party to the Florence agree
ment and other United Nations agree
ments that obligate the United States 
not to assess tariffs on "educational or 
cultural material." The tariffs assessed 
on the scant variety of other printed 
material is minimal. The manufactur-
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ing clause is the last bastion of hope 
for the U.S. printing industry to nego
tiate with other countries for specific 
trade concessions in printed products. 

If the manufacturing clause expir~s. 
the U.S. printers who survive would le 
forced to rely primarily on time-sensi
tive printed material for most of their 
work. Other printed material, such as 
books, catalogs, directories, commer
cial printing, business forms, and peri
odicals, would be highly vulnerable to 
low-wage competition. 

My proposal, Mr. President, would 
have the manufacturing clause cover 
"printed material" by U.S. authors 
and avoid the cumbersome phrase
"copies of a work consisting prepon
derantly of nondramatic literary mate
rials." In addition, this legislation 
would provide for an exemption to 
those printed imports from countries 
that provide copyright protection to 
U.S. authors and that are certified by 
the U.S. Trade Representative as 
having no material nontariff barriers 
to trade in printed material. Also, this 
proposal would close a loophole that 
currently exists in the manufacturing 
clause which allows a U.S. author to 
transfer rights of reproduction to a 
foreign agent and thereby circumvent 
the intent of the clause by exercising 
the transfer rights given by the U.S. 
author. This bill would prohibit this 
type of activity that violates the very 
spirit of the manufacturing clause. 

I would like to commend the able 
Senator from Vermont, Senator 
LEAHY, for the fine work and support 
he has contributed to this legislation. 

Mr. President, this bill enjoys strong 
bipartisan support and I urge my col
leagues to join us in approval of this 
important legislation and ask unani
mous consent that the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1822 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Manufacture and 
Public Distribution of Certain Copyrighted 
Material Act". 

SEC. 2 <a> The heading for section 601 is 
amended by striking out "copies" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "printed material". 

<b> Section 60l<a> of title 17, United 
States Code, is amended by-

< 1 > striking out "Prior" through "except" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "Except"; 

<2> striking out "copies" through "liter
acy" and inserting in lieu thereof "printed"; 

<3> striking out "or Canada." and inserting 
in lieu thereof "or unless-"; and 

<4> adding at the end thereof the follow
ing: 

"Cl) the United States Trade Representa
tive has certified to the Congress that the 
country of export currently is providing 
adequate and effective means under its laws 
for foreign nationals to secure, to exercise, 
and to enforce exclusive rights in copy
rights; and 

"<2> either-

"<A> the United States Trade Representa
tive has certified that the country of export 
currently imposes no material nontariff bar
riers and, to the extent inconsistent with 
tariff bindings entered into by the country 
of export with the United States, imposes 
no tariff barriers to trade in printed materi
al; or 

"<B> the country of export has in force a 
free trade agreement with the United States 
governing trade in printed material entered 
into pursuant to section 401 of the Trade 
and Tariff Act of 1984. 

"(3) any certification made pursuant to 
this subsection shall be withdrawn if any of 
the matters certified to cease to exist.". 

<c> Section 60l<b> of title 17, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out para
graphs <6> and <7> and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"(6) where importation is sought for 
works described in, and in accordance with 
the requirements of, Article II, paragraph 1, 
of the Agreement on the Importation of 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Materi
als <the Florence Agreement> of Article IV, 
paragraph 5, of the Protocol to the Agree
ment on the Importation of Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Materials <the Nair
obi Protocol).". 

"(d) Section 601<c> of title 17, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out "or 
Canada" each place it appears. 

"(e) Section 60l<d> of title 17, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"(d) In the event that any work is import
ed in violation of this section, in addition to 
other remedies available, an infringer shall 
have a complete defense in any civil action 
or c;riminal proceeding for infringement of 
the exclusive right to reproduce and distrib
ute copies of the work if the infringer 
proves-

" Cl) that copies of the work were imported 
in violation of this section; 

"(2) that the infringing copies were manu
factured in the United States; and 

"(3) that the infringement was com
menced before the effective date of registra
tion for an authorized edition of the work.". 

"(f) Section 60l<e> of title 17, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out "or 
Canada". 

"(g) The items relating to section 601 in 
the table of sections for chapter 6 of title 
17, United States Code, is amended to read 
as follows: 
"601. Manufacture, importation and public 

distribution of certain printed 
material.". 

SEc. 3. This Act and the amendments 
made by the Act shall be effective on the 
date of enactment, and the provisions of 
section 601<a>. as amended by this Act shall 
apply to imports on or after the date of en
actment. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, 4 years 
ago I joined with my distinguished col
league, Senator THURMOND, in a suc
cessful effort to extend the manufac
turing clause of the Copyright Act 
over the President's veto. That meas
ure received overwhelming bipartisan 
support in both the House and Senate. 

I rise again today to express my 
strong support for legislation to 
extend the manufacturing clause, 
which has been vital to the develop
ment and continued vitality of Ameri
can printing. This is no time to cut off 
its protection for American producers 
of copyrighted works who are faced 

with piracy and high tariffs abroad. 
Nor is it time to jeopardize American 
jobs by encouraging printing to move 
offshore in search of cheap labor. 

This bill extends the manufacturing 
clause indefinitely. In addition, it con
tains a mechanism for any country to 
become exempt from the clause if the 
country provides copyright protection 
for the works of American authors, 
and has no material tariff or nontariff 
barriers to the printing trade. The bill 
will also expand coverage of the clause 
to all printed works, rather than to 
only nondramatic literary material. 

These are effective methods to pro
tect American producers and discour
age piracy and trade barriers abroad, 
while encouraging an overall fair trade 
policy. At a time when our trade defi
cit has reached record proportions, we 
cannot afford to grant an unrecipro
cating concession to countries that 
have imposed barriers to keep Ameri
can printing from reaching their mar
kets. 

Another bill, to simply extend the 
manufacturing clause in its present 
form, H.R. 3465, has been introduced 
in the House by Congressman BARNEY 
FRANK. Were it not for the administra
tion's opposition, H.R. 3465 might be 
easier to pass than the bill offered 
today by Senator THuRMoND and 
myself. The past 4 years have shown 
that a straight extension bill is war
ranted, and I will vote for it if it 
reaches the Senate floor. But Senator 
THuRMoND's bill, requiring reciprocal 
conduct by countries to obtain an ex
emption from the clause, may answer 
the concerns of critics who opposed a 
straight extension in 1982. 

I support both of these bills and will 
vote for whichever one has the best 
chance of becoming law. They are al
ternative proposals but not in conflict 
with each other. Each will extend the 
important protection of the manufac
turing clause indefinitely, which I fa
vored 4 years ago. 

This is important throughout the 
United States as well as in my own 
State of Vermont, where many individ
ual Vermonters would be directly af
fected by the expiration of the manu
facturing clause. It has worked well in 
the past and we will continue to need 
it in the future. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER <for 
himself, Mr. MATSUNAGA, and 
Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 1823. A bill to strengthen the 
technological literacy of the Nation 
through demonstration programs of 
technology education; to the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources. 

TECHNOLOGY LITERACY ACT 

e Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. Presi
dent, I rise here today on behalf of 
Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. BINGAMAN, and 
myself, to introduce the Technology 
Literacy Act of 1985. This bill address-
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es what I consider to be one of the cru
cial issues of our time: the education 
of our youth in technology. 

For the past several years Congress 
has wisely voted to strengthen science 
and mathematics programs in our 
public schools, colleges, and universi
ties. Due to this effort, we are develop
ing and creating innovative curricula, 
training teachers and getting our chil
dren involved in math and science at a 
very early age. We have not, however, 
made a concerted effort in a closely re
lated area: technology education. 

Experience has shown us that, al
though technology goes hand in hand 
with scientific and mathema.tical 
knowledge, it may develop from a 
practical need and an imaginative 
mind. It is this talent for innovation 
and the ability to find technological 
solutions that we need to instill in our 
students if we are to compete in the 
world market and enhance our own 
future. Indeed, I believe that teaching 
students about technology, its impact 
on our culture, its place in our history 
and its promise for the future will go a 
long way in achieving these goals. 

In a recent report, the Carnegie 
Foundation noted that we are running 
the risk of jeopardizing this country's 
economic security by raising a "tech
nologically illiterate" generation. Mr. 
President, it is imperative that our 
country, which led the world into the 
age of technology, maintain its tech
nological edge and provide its children 
with the skills they need to compete in 
an increasingly technological world. 

The bill I am introducing today and 
H.R. 3102, the companion bill intro
duced by Mr. BOUCHER, address these 
concerns by promoting the teaching of 
technology as part of the secondary 
curriculum. 

Our act establishes 10 technology 
education demonstration programs in 
secondary schools throughout the 
country. These programs will develop 
new courses in technology education 
which would include the historical 
role of technology as well as the 
changing technologies of our time. 
Perhaps more importantly, the 
courses will emphasize hands-on expe
rience of technological principles. Fur
thermore, this act provides for teacher 
training programs which will equip 
today's teachers with the background 
and skills necessary for comprehensive 
technology instruction for our second
ary students. 

Finally, under the grants provided in 
the Technology Literacy Act, all the 
research, coursework development and 
training materials will be made avail
able for distribution statewide. This 
aspect of the bill is particularly ap
pealing because it promotes the dis
semination of the material and the 
practical knowledge acquired in the 10 
original demonstration programs
making the original investment pay 
off very quickly. 

Mr. President, I believe this legisla
tion will help open the door of oppor
tunity for our students and our coun
try. It is our hope that the Technology 
Literacy Act of 1985 will also serve as a 
catalyst for nationwide action to pro
vide technology education. Efforts like 
this will prepare us for the challenges 
of a society in which science and tech
nology will undoubtedly be increasing
ly important in our daily lives and in 
our relationships to the rest of the 
world. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support the Technology Literacy 
Act of 1985, it is a responsible answer 
to the challenges which we face today 
and will continue to face in the future. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1823 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"Technology Literacy Act of 1985". 
PURPOSE 

SEc. 2. It is the purpose of this Act to 
assist the States in developing a technologi
cally literate population through instruc
tional programs in technology education. 

DEFINITIONS 
SEc. 3. For the purposes of this Act-
< 1> the term "technology education" 

means a comprehensive educational process 
designed to develop a population that is 
knowledgeable about technology, its evolu
tion, systems, techniques, utilization in in
dustry and other fields, and cultural signifi
cance; 

<2> the term "local educational agency" 
has the meaning given such term in section 
198<a><10) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965; 

(3) the term "State educational agency" 
has the meaning given such term in section 
198<a><l 7) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965; 

<4> the term "institution of higher educa
tion" has the meaning given such term in 
section 1201<a> of the Higher Education Act 
of1965;and 

<5> the term "Secretary" means the Secre
tary of Education. 

TECHNOLOGY EDUCATION DEMONSTRATION 
PROGRAM 

SEC. 4. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.-Subject to the 
availability of appropriations under this 
Act, the Secretary of Education shall estab
lish a program of grants to local educational 
agencies, State educational agencies, and in
stitutions of higher education to establish 
not to exceed ten demonstration programs 
in technology education for secondary 
schools. 

(b) APPLICATION.-A local educational 
agency, State educational agency, or institu
tion of higher education which desires to re
ceive a grant under this Act shall submit an 
application to the Secretary. Applications 
shall be submitted at such time, in such 
form, and containing such information as 
the Secretary shall prescribe and may be ap
proved only if such application-

<A> describes a demonstration program for 
carrying out the purposes under subsection 
<c>; 

<B> contains an estimate of the cost for 
the establishment and operation of the pro
gram; 

<C> sets forth such policies and procedures 
as will ensure adequate evaluation of the ac
tivities intended to be carried out under the 
application; 

<D> contains assurances that Federal 
funds made available under this Act will be 
so used as to supplement and, to the extent 
practicable, increase the amount of State 
and local funds that would in the absence of 
such Federal funds be made available for 
the uses specified in this Act, and in no case 
supplant such State or local funds; and 

<E> provides for making such reports, in 
such form and containing such information, 
as the Secretary may reasonably require. 

<2> Amendments of applications shall be 
subject to approval in the same manner as 
original applications. 

(3) In making grants under this Act the 
Secretary shall consider the equitable geo
graphic distribution of such grants. 

(C) USES OF FuNDs.-(1) Funds made avail
able under this act may be used to develop a 
model demonstration program for technolo
gy education addressing the components de
scribed in paragraphs <2> and (3). 

<2> Educational course content shall be 
based on the following: 

<A> An organized set of concepts, process
es, and systems that is uniquely technologi
cal. 

<B> Fundamental knowledge about the de
velopment of technology and its affect on 
people, the environment, and culture. 

<C> Instructional content drawn from in
troduction to technology education courses 
in one or more of the following areas: 

(i) communication-efficiently using re
sources to transfer information to extend 
human potential; 

cm construction-efficiently using re
sources to build structures on a site; 

<iii> manufacturing-efficiently using re
sources to extract and convert raw or recy
cled materials into industrial and consumer 
goods; and 

(iv) transportation-efficiently using re
sources to obtain time and place utility and 
to attain and maintain direct physical con
tact and exchange among individuals and 
societal units through the movement of ma
terials, goods, and people. 

<D> Assisting students in developing in
sight, understanding, and application of 
technological concepts, processes, and sys
tems. 

<E> Educating students in the safe and ef
ficient utilization of tools, materials, ma
chines, processes, and technical concepts. 

<F> Developing student skills, creative 
abilities, confidence, and individual poten
tial in utilizing technology. 

<G> Developing student problem-solving 
and decisionmaking abilities involving 
human and material resources, processes, 
and technological systems. 

<H> Preparing students for lifelong learn
ing in a technological society. 

(I) Activity-oriented laboratory instruc
tion which reinforces abstract concepts with 
concrete experiences; and 

(J) A combined emphasis on the practical 
application of carrying out technological 
work. 

<3> Each project shall include the follow
ing developmental activities: 
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CA> A program for the purpose of develop

ing teacher capability in the area of tech
nology education. 

CB> Research and development of curricu
lum materials for use in technology educa
tion programs. 

CC> Multi-disciplinary teacher workshops 
for the interfacing of mathematics, science, 
and technology education. 

CD> Statewide implementation plan for 
disseminating exemplary materials and 
practices. 

CE> Optional employment of a curriculum 
specialist to provide technical assistance for 
the program. 

Cd) LIMITATION ON FEDERAL AsSISTANCE.
Federal assistance to any program or 
project under this Act shall not exceed 75 
percent of the cost of such program in any 
fiscal year. Non-Federal contributions may 
be in cash or kind, fairly evaluated, includ
ing facilities, overhead, personnel, and 
equipment. 

Ce) NATIONAL DISSEMINATION OF !NFOR.MA
TION.-The Secretary shall disseminate the 
results of the programs and projects assist
ed under this Act in a manner designed to 
improve the training of teachers, other in
structional personnel, counselors, and ad
ministrators. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
SEC. 5. There are authorized to be appro

priated $3,000,000 for fiscal year 1987 and 
for each of the succeeding fiscal years 
ending prior to October 1, 1991 to carry out 
the provisions of this Act. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEc. 6. The provisons of this Act shall take 

effect October 1, 1986.e 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 1392 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, 
the names of the Senator from Missis
sippi CMr. CocHRAN1, and the Senator 
from Hawaii CMr. MATSUNAGA], were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1392, a bill 
to amend title 28 United States Code 
regarding judicial annuities. 

s. 1527 

At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the 
names of the Senator from Maryland 
CMr. MATHIAS], the Senator from 
Maine CMr. COHEN], the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. COCHRAN], the Sena
tor from Georgia CMr. NUNN], the Sen
ator from Florida CMr. CHILES], the 
Senator from Ohio CMr. GLENN], the 
Senator from Michigan CMr. LEvIN], 
the Senator from Tennessee CMr. 
Go RE], the Senator from Minnesota 
CMr. DuRENBERGER], and the Senator 
from Missouri CMr. EAGLETON] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1527, a bill 
to amend title 5, United States Code, 
to estabiish a new retirement and dis
ability plan for Federal employees, 
postal employees, and Members of 
Congress, and for other purposes. 

s. 1551 

At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, 
the name of the Senator from Penn
sylvania CMr. SPECTER] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1551, a bill to amend 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
to provide for acb:ninistrative appeals 

and judicial review under part B of 
Medicare. 

s. 1574 

At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1574, a bill to provide for 
public education concerning the 
health consequences of using smoke
less tobacco products. 

s. 1680 

At the request of Mr. QUAYLE, the 
names of the Senator from Kentucky 
CMr. McCONNELL] and the Senator 
from Virginia CMr. WARNER] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1680, a bill 
to phase out the honey price support 
program. 

s. 1710 

At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the 
names of the Senator from South 
Dakota CMr . .ABDNOR] and the Senator 
from Florida CMr. HAWKINS] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1710, a bill 
to establish a motor carrier adminis
tration in the Department of Trans
portation, and for other purposes. 

s. 1734 

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas 
CMr. DoLE], the Senator from North 
Carolina CMr. EAST], the Senator from 
Utah CMr. HATCH], the Senator from 
North Carolina CMr. HELMS], the Sen
ator from Nevada CMr. LAxALT], and 
the Senator from Indiana CMr. 
QUAYLE] were added as cosponsors of 
S. 1734, a bill to prevent distortions in 
the reapportionment of the House of 
Representatives caused by the use of 
census population figures which in
clude illegal aliens. 

s. 1742 

At the request of Mr. TRIBLE, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas 
CMrs. KAssEBA UM] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1742, a bill to improve 
the enforcement of the restrictions 
against imported pornography. 

s. 1754 

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas 
CMrs. KASSEBAUM], the Senator from 
North Dakota CMr. ANDREWS], and the 
Senator from California CMr. CRAN
STON] were added as cosponsors of S. 
1754, a bill to ensure adequate verifica
tion of peaceful uses of nuclear ex
ports from the United States to the 
People's Republic of China, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 1794 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa CMr. 
GRASSLEY] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1794, a bill to amend revised stat
utes section 722 <42 U.S.C., sec. 1988) 
to exempt State judges and judicial of
ficers from assessment of attorneys' 
fees in cases in which such judge or ju
dicial officer would be immune from 
actions for dam.ages arising out of the 
same act or omission about which 
complaint is made. 

s. 1806 

At the request of Mr. BOREN, the 
names of the Senator from Arizona 
CMr. DECONCINI], and the Sentor from 
Florida CMr. CHILES] were added as co
sponsors of S. 1806, a bill to amend the 
Federal Election Campaign Act of 
1971 to change certain contribution 
limits for congressional elections and 
to amend the Communications Act of 
1934 regarding the broadcasting of cer
tain material regarding candidates for 
Federal elective office, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 1807 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
CMr. MOYNIHAN] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1807, a bill consenting to 
a modification in the Delaware River 
Basin Compact relating to the rate of 
interest on bonds issued by the Dela
ware River Basin Commission. 

s. 1810 

At the request of Mr. SYMMs, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada 
CMr. LAXALT], was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1810, a bill to require U.S. 
representatives to international finan
cial institutions to oppose assistance 
by such institutions for the production 
of agricultural commodities in compe
tition with U.S. produced agricultural 
commodities, and for other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 74 

At the request of Mr. THuRMOND, the 
names of the Senator from Delaware 
CMr. BIDEN], and the Senator from 
Texas CMr. BENTSEN] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
74, a joint resolution to provide for the 
designation of the month of February 
1986, as "National Black <Afro-Ameri
can) History Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 188 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from Illinois 
CMr. SIMON] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 188, a joint 
resolution to designate July 6, 1986, as 
"National Air Traffic Control Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 198 

At the request of Mr. MATHIAS, the 
names of the Senator from Oregon 
CMr. HATFIELD], and the Senator from 
South Carolina CMr. HOLLINGS] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 198, a joint resolution to 
designate the year of 1986 as the "Ses
quicentennial Year of the National Li
brary of Medicine." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 213 

At the request of Mr. FORD, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia 
CMr. TRIBLE] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 213, a joint 
resolution to designate January 19-25, 
1986, "National Jaycee Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 21 7 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, the 
names of the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. GOLDWATER], and the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. CocHRAN] were 
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added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 217, a joint resolution to 
designate the week of December 2, 
1985, to December 8, 1985, as "Nation
al Emergency Medical Air Transport 
Week." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 69 

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the 
names of the Senator from Washing
ton CMr. EVANS], the Senator from Ar
kansas CMr. BUMPERS], the Senator 
from Rhode Island CMr. CHAFEE], and 
the Senator from Connecticut CMr. 
DODD] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 69, a 
concurrent resolution to recognize the 
National Camp Fire Organization for 
75 years of service. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

COMMERCE, JUSTICE, AND 
STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND 
RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATION, 1986 

LAUTENBERG <AND BRADLEY> 
AMENDMENT NO. 941 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself and 
Mr. BRADLEY) proposed an amendment 
to the bill <H.R. 2965) making appro
priations for the Departments of Com
merce, Justice, and State, the Judici
ary, and related agencies for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1986, and 
for other purposes; as follows: 

On page 11, after line 23 insert the follow
ing new section: 

SEC. 105. None of the funds made available 
in this or any other Act shall be obligated or 
expended to plan to relocate, or to relocate 
the National Marine Fisheries Service's 
Sandy Hook Laboratory, or any of its activi
ties or programs, out of New Jersey. 

LAUTENBERG <AND WILSON> 
AMENDMENT NO. 942 

Mr. LAUTENBERG <for himself and 
Mr. WILSON) proposed an amendment 
to the bill H.R. 2965, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

SEc. . The United States' share of 
amounts budgeted by the United Nations 
and its specialized agencies for projects or 
entities which benefit the Palestine Libera
tion Organization shall be withheld from 
funds provided in this Act for assessed con
tributions to International Organizations. 

CHAFEE <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 943 

Mr. CHAFEE (for himself, Mr. HUM
PHREY, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. ARMSTRONG, 
Mr. DOMENIC!, Mr. BOSCHWITZ, Mr. 
SIMPSON, Mr. SYMMS, and Mr. NICKLES 
and Mr. WILSON> proposed an amend
ment to the bill H.R. 2965, supra; as 
follows: 

On page 2, beginning with line 23, strike 
out all through line 10 on page 3. 

On page 3, line 14, strike out "$24,450,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$15,000,000". 

MOYNIHAN <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 944 

Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself, Mr. 
PROXMIRE, Mr. THuRMOND, Mr. HOL
LINGS, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. SASSER, Mr. BAUCUS, 
Mr. WALLOP, Mr. HART, Mr. SYMMS, 
and Mr. DENTON) proposed an amend
ment to the bill H.R. 2965, supra; as 
follows: 

On page 18, line 10, after "expenses", add 
the following: ": Provided, That of the 
funds appropriated by this section, not less 
than $1,000,000 shall be spent for the pur
pose of countering the interception of do
mestic American telecommunications by 
agents of the Soviet Union and its allies, 
from foreign missions maintained in the 
United States by those governments; Pro
vided further, That by June 1, 1986 the Di
rector of the F.B.I. shall submit to the ap
propriate committees of the Congress a 
report on the F.B.I.'s capabilities and ef
forts to counter the electronic interception 
of American telecommunications by foreign 
agents.". 

SYMMS <AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 945 

Mr. SYMMS <for himself, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. GOLDWATER, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. DIXON, and Mr. 
GLENN) proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 2965, supra; as follows: 

At the end thereof add the following new 
section: 

The Senate finds that: 
The following events document Romania's 

attitudes toward religious and ethnic rights: 
1. Father Geza Palfi, a Roman Catholic 

priest of Hungarian nationality, was arrest
ed on December 26, 1983 because he men
tioned in his Christmas Day sermon that 
Christmas Day should be a public holiday, 
instead of a working day. At the time of his 
arrest he was savagely beaten by the Roma
nian secret police <Securitate> outside of his 
parish church. Father Palfi died three 
months later of internal injuries sustained 
during his beating. 

2. Daniel Cantarama, a minister of the 
Seventh Day Adventist Church, was sen
tenced to ten years in prison for "embezzle
ment" charges made by government offi
cials, despite the fact that Cantarama's 
former employers signed an affidavit that 
he was a model employee, always "honest 
and disciplined.'' Both Christian Response 
International and Amnesty International in
vestigated the charges and found them 
baseless. 

3. Under pressure from Western churches 
and governments, the Romanian govern
ment agreed to receive 10,000 Hungarian 
Bibles from the World Reformed Alliance to 
be distributed among the congregation of 
the Hungarian Reformed Church in Roma
nia. The Romanian Ambassador repeatedly 
pointed to the permission to distribute the 
Bibles as an example of his government's 
goodwill toward religious freedom. Most of 
the Bibles vanished, however, reappearing 
as toilet paper sold in Romanian stores. 
This contemptuous, cynical action demon
strates the utter disregard of the Romanian 
government to both internationally given 
promises, and to the sacred book. The grind
ing up of Bibles into toilet paper constitutes 
a heinous degradation of religion, unparal
leled even among communist governments. 

4. The Romanian government bulldozed a 
number of churches, including Orthodox, 
Baptist, Pentecostal, and Roman Catholic 
churches in Romania, most recently in Bu
charest, Timisoara and Arad. The largest 
Baptist church in Europe, at Oradea is 
scheduled to be demolished in the near 
future. 

5. Five leading Baptist pastors in Bucha
rest have all been falsely accused of "embez
zling" congregational funds which they 
spent with the full knowledge and consent 
of their congregations, but without the ap
proval of the Ministry of Cults. 

6. Klaus Wagner, of Sighisoara, a member 
of the Brethren Church, and Maria and 
Fibia Delepeta of Carpinis, members of the 
Army of the Lord/Romanian Orthodox 
Church, were arrested October 1, 1981 and 
sentenced to six years, five years, and five 
years imprisonment respectively for their 
"illegal" religious activities. 

7. A number of Christians in Romania, 
among them Silviu Coitata and Coste! 
Georgescu from Ploesti, have been arrested 
and sentenced for distributing Bibles. 

8. John Tedosiu from Cluf-Napoca, was ar
rested and charged on December 16, 1981 
for espionage, because of his activities in 
compiling information for various human 
rights organizations relating to the arrests 
and persecution of religious believers in the 
Socialist Republic of Romania. He has been 
held incommunicado by the secret police 
and his present fate today is unknown. 

9. Relatives of Christian believers are 
often compelled to sign statements that 
could subject their loved ones, solely be
cause of their religious beliefs-to treatment 
and detention in psychiatric hospitals. 

10. In past years, and even today, a 
number of Christians are subject to repeat
ed interrogations, beatings, torture and elec
tric shock treatments. 

The following facts document the Roma
nian government attitude toward the na
tional minorities in Romania: 

1. In the province of Transylvania, where 
the overwhelming majority of Romania's 
national minorities live, including the 2.5 
million Hungarians, the Romanian govern
ment pursues a policy of denationalization 
toward the nationalities. 

2. Education in the mother tongue is se
verely limited despite international agree
ments which Romania has signed guaran
teeing it. There are practically no courses in 
Hungarian in the institutions of higher 
learning, and only very limited instruction 
in Hungarian in the high schools and voca
tional schools. About half of the Hungarian 
high school students are deprived of educa
tion in the mother tongue. 

3. There is open discrimination against 
graduates of Hungarian school sections on 
the high school and university levels. Those 
who survive and receive a diploma are sent 
to the Romanian parts of the state for em
ployment. 

4. There are no more Hungarian television 
programs, with the exception of a 30-minute 
news broadcast on Radio Bucharest. Hun
garian theaters and dance troupes are large
ly to play or perform translations from Ro
manian plays and dance programs. 

5. Documents of the Hungarian history of 
Transylvania from over a millennium are 
under government lock and key, and even 
baptismal records of the Hungarian Re
formed Church have been confiscated by 
the Romanian state in the western dioceses 
and are being collected in the eastern dio
cese. 
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6. There is substantial discrimination 

against Hungarians and other nationalities 
in the labor and housing markets which is 
widely documented. At the same time, there 
are large-scale settlements of Romanians in 
the nationality areas. 

These reprehensible and blatantly evil 
practices occur in spite of the fact that in 
the Paris Peace Treaty of 1947, Romania 
undertook the solemn obligation not to dis
criminate on the "basis of race, religion and 
national origin," and that in the Declara
tion of the Heads of State at Helsinki on 
August 1, 1975, Romania agreed "to recog
nize and respect the freedom of the individ
ual to profess and practice, alone or in com
munity with others, religion of belief acting 
in accordance with the dictates of its own 
conscience." Similar obligations were under
taken by Romania in the International Cov
enant of Civil and Political Rights which 
the Romanian government had ratified in 
1974. In accordance with Section 402 of the 
1974 Trade Act, Romania's emigration and 
human rights record is required to be stud
ied annually by the administration, as well 
as both Houses of Congress in determining 
its eligibility for Most Favored Nation trad
ing status. 

Therefore, it is the Sense of the Senate 
that: 

1. The United States should play an active 
role in restoring the human rights and cul
tural and religious rights to the Romanian 
people in accordance with the Helsinki Ac
cords and the International Covenant of 
Civil and Political Rights and the principles 
of r~ligious freedom on which this country 
was founded. 

2. These acts of religious oppression and 
persecution taken by the government of the 
Socialist Republic of Romania are barbaric 
and repugnant to the community of civilized 
nations, and in violation of the intrinsic 
rights of all men. 

3. These actions are particularly objec
tionable because they are in blatant viola
tion of the Helsinki Accords and the Inter
national Covenant of Civil and Political 
Rights. Romania's outright contempt for 
international agreements should be taken 
into consideration during the future bilater
al agreements between this country and the 
Socialist Republic of Romania. 

4. In the event that there has been no im
provement in RomaniP.'s attitude toward re
ligious freedom, at the next opportunity 
under Title IV of the Trade Act of 1974, the 
President should actively consider such 
human rights violations in deciding whether 
to re-extend Most Favored Nation trading 
status for Romania. 

D'AMATO AMENDMENT NO. 946 
Mr. D'AMATO <for himself, Mrs. 

HAWKINS, and Mr. SYMMS) proposed 
an amendment to the bill H.R. 2965, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol
lowing new section: 

SEC. <a> The Congress finds and declares 
that-

<1> Miroslav Medvid, a Soviet merchant 
seaman serving aboard a merchant ship, the 
M.V. Mc:..rshal Konev, jumped into the Mis
sissippi River and swam ashore on Thurs
day, October 24, 1985; 

<2> upon reaching shore Medvid contacted 
a New Orleans Police Department station 
and indicated he was a Soviet citizen; 

(3) Medvid was turned over to the United 
States Border Patrol which had a contract 

interpreter interview him by telephone in 
Ukrainian; 

<4> the interpreter states that Medvid 
clearly stated under questioning that he de
sired to remain in the United States and 
that the interpreter informed the Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service officers on 
the scene of Medvid's wishes; 

<5> despite being informed of Medvid's 
desire to remain in the United States, the 
U.S. Border Patrol took him aboard a 
launch and attempted to return him to the 
Marshal Konev; 

(6) Medvid jumped overboard from the 
launch and again attempted to swim to 
shore; 

<7> the United States Border Patrol pulled 
Medvid out of the Mississippi River and 
forcibly returned him to the Marshal 
Konev, reportedly "kicking and screaming''; 

<8> the Department of State was not in
formed of the incident until 3:40 p.m. 
Friday, nearly half a day after Medvid was 
returned to the ship; 

(9) Medvid remained in Soviet custody 
aboard the M.V. Konev for two days until 
he was interviewed on Monday, October 28, 
1985 by a State Department official, both 
on board the Soviet ship and later aboard a 
U.S. Coast Guard cutter alongside; 

<10> Medvid stated during those interviews 
and a subsequent interview on Tuesday, Oc
tober 29, 1985, after a night's rest at a U.S. 
Navy shore facility, that he wanted to 
return to the Soviet Union; 

< 11 > there were Soviet officials present at 
every interview between Medvid and U.S. of
ficials except the first interview during 
which Medvid stated that he wished to 
remain in the United States; 

<12> the Department of State Office of 
Asylum Affairs has established formal pro
cedures for handling potential defectors; 

<13> the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service did not follow these procedures and 
has announced an investigation into this in
cident; and 

<14> this incident appears to follow gener
ally the same pattern as the Simas Kudirka 
incident, a situation President Nixon stated 
should never recur. 

<b><l> All Federal agencies, including the 
Border Patrol and the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, shall review their 
policies for handling persons potentially 
seeking political asylum. 

<2> The Immigration and Naturalization 
Service shall establish clear, formal rules 
and procedures for its personnel and for 
Border Patrol personnel in order to prevent 
the forced return of any person seeking po
litical asylum to the jurisdiction of the 
country he or she is fleeing before formally 
determining, in consultation with the De
partment of State, whether such person has 
a well-founded fear of persecution. 

(3) Those agencies not having formal pro
cedures for handling persons seeking politi
cal asylum or having reason to doubt the ef
fectiveness of their procedures should con
sult the State Department's Office of 
Asylum Affairs for assistance. 

<4> The Immigration and Naturalization 
Service shall pursue an active and inpartial 
investigation into the facts and circum
stances of the Miroslav Medvid case. 

<5> If it is determined by the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service's investigation 
that there are grounds to discipline any offi
cials under their jurisdiction for their roles 
in the Miroslav Medvid incident, appropri
ate personnel actions to achieve such disci
pline should be undertaken promptly and 
effectively, respecting all of the rights of 

the persons involved, so that any recurrence 
of improper handling of a political asylum. 
case may be discouraged. 

HUMPHREY AMENDMENT NO. 
947 

Mr. HUMPHREY proposed an 
amendment, which was subsequently 
motified, to the bill H.R. 2965, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 69, after line 24, add the follow
ing: 

SEC. 607. None of the funds appropriated 
by the act to the Legal Services Corporation 
may be used by the corporation or any re
cipient to participate in any litigation with 
respect to abortion except where the life of 
the mother would be endangered if the 
fetus were carried to term. 

HATCH AMENDMENT NO. 948 
Mr. RUDMAN (for Mr. HATCH) pro

posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
2965, supra; as follows: 

On page 59, line 21, before the period, 
insert a colon and the following: 

"Provided further, That none of the funds 
appropriated in this Act to the Legal Serv
ices Corporation and made available to 
grantees may be expended by any recipient 
of such funds until such recipient has ex
pended all funds carried over from previous 
fiscal years, unless the failure to expend the 
funds carried over from previous fiscal years 
has been approved by the Legal Services 
Corporation". 

CHILES <AND D' AMATO> 
AMENDMENT NO. 949 

Mr. CHILES (for himself and Mr. 
D'AMA.To) proposed an amendment 
which was subsequently modified, to 
the bill H.R. 2965, supra; as follows: 

On page 21, on line 10 after, $46,063,000, 
add the following: 

Of which $7.1 million shall be used to ren
ovate or construct a facility to be used as a 
maximum security penitentiary for the in
carceration of illegal alien felons. 

RUDMAN <AND HOLLINGS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 950 

Mr. RUDMAN (for himself and Mr. 
HOLLINGS) proposed an amendment to 
the bill H.R. 2965, supra; as follows: 

On page 12, line 5 strike "$71,200,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$72,710,000" and on 
page 19, line 15 strike "$600,000,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$598,490,000". On 
page 23, line 6 strike "including salaries and 
expenses in connection therewith,". 

D'AMATO AMENDMENT NO. 951 
Mr. D' AMATO proposed an amend

ment to the bill H.R. 2965, supra; as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 951 
On page 3, after line 10 insert: 
In addition, for "Economic development 

assistance programs"; $32,100,000, to remain 
available until expended, of which 
$11,100,000 is for a grant to the Rochester 
Institute of Technology in Rochester, New 
York, for construction, equipment, and all 
related development costs of a Center for 
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Microelectronic Engineering and Imaging 
Sciences; of which $4,000,000 is for a grant 
to Lexington County, South Carolina, for 
all expenditures related to the development 
of a State-of-the-art fiber optics/medium 
power cable research and development facil
ity in Lexington County; of which 
$13,500,000 is for a grant to Northeastern 
University, Massachusetts, for the construc
tion and related costs of University's South
west Corridor Economic Development and 
High Technology Resource Center; and of 
which $3,500,000 is for a grant to the School 
of Engineering at the University of Nevada, 
Las Vegas, for construction, equipment, and 
all related costs to develop instructional and 
research computing systems and enlarge en
gineering facilities on the University of 
Nevada, Las Vegas campus. 

HOLLINGS AMENDMENT NOS. 952 
AND 953 

Mr. HOLLINGS proposed two 
amendments to the bill H.R. 2965, 
supra; as follows: 

.AMENDMENT No. 952 
On page 9, line 1, strike "$1,800,000," and 

insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"$4,200,000, of which $2,400,000 is to be de
rived from the general fund of the Treasury 
and of which $1,800,000 is" 

AMENDMENT No. 953 
On page 34, line 21, strike "$36,400,000" 

and insert in lieu thereof "$29,400,000". 

AGRICULTURE, FOOD, TRADE, 
AND CONSERVATION ACT 

BOREN <AND OTHERS> 
AMENDMENT NO. 954 

<Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BOREN (for himself, Mr. GOLD

WATER, Mr. HART, Mr. LEVIN, Mrs. 
KASSEBAUM, Mr. RUDMAN, Mr. STENNIS, 
Mr. DECONCINI, and Mr. CHILES) sub
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by them to the bill <S. 1714) 
to expand export markets for U.S. ag
ricultural commodities, provide price 
and income protection for farmers, 
assure an abundance of food and fiber 
at reasonable prices, continue food as
sistance to low-income households, 
and for other purposes; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, add 
the following new section: 

SEc. <a> Section 315<a><l><A> of the Fed
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 is 
amended by striking out "$1,000" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$1,500". 

<b> Section 315<a><2> of the Federal Elec
tion Campaign Act of 1971 is amended-

(!) by striking out "or" at the end of sub
paragraph <B>; 

(2) striking out "$5,000." in subparagraph 
<C> and inserting in lieu thereof "$3,000;"; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraphs: 

"CD> to any candidate and his authorized 
political committees with respect to-

"(i) a general or special election for the 
office of Representative in, or Delegate or 
Resident Commisioner to, the Congress (in
cluding any primary election, convention, or 
caucus relating to such general or special 

election> which exceed $100,000 <$125,000 if 
at least two candidates qualify for the ballot 
in the general or special election involved 
and at least two candidates qualify for the 
ballot in a primary election relating to such 
general or special election> when added to 
the total of contributions previously made 
by multicandidate political committees to 
such candidate and his authorized political 
committees with respect to such general or 
special election (including any primary elec
tion, convention, or caucus relating to such 
general or special election>: or 

"(ii) a runoff election for the office of 
Representative in, or Delegate or Resident 
Commissioner to, the Congress which 
exceed $25,000 when added to the total of 
contributions previously made by multican
didate political committees to such candi
date and his authorized political committees 
with respect to such runoff election; or 

"(E) to any candidate and his authorized 
political committees with respect to-

"(i) a general or special election for the 
office of Senator <including any primary 
election, convention, or caucus relating to 
such general or special election> which 
exceed the greater of $175,000 <$200,000 if 
at least two candidates qualify for the ballot 
in the general or special election involved 
and at least two candidates qualify for the 
ballot in a primary election relating to such 
general or special election> or the amount 
equal to $35,000 times the number of Repre
sentatives to which the State involved is en
titled, when added to the total of contribu
tions previously made by multicandidate po
litical committees to such candidate and his 
authorized political committees with respect 
to such general or special election <including 
any primary election, convention, or caucus 
relating to such general or special election>; 

"(ii) a runoff election for the office of 
Senator which exceed the greater of $25,000 
or the amount equal to $12,500 times the 
number of Representatives to which the 
State involved is entitled, when added to the 
total of contributions previously made by 
multicandidate political committees to such 
candidate and his authorized political com
mittees with respect to such runoff election; 
or 

"<iii> a general or special election for the 
office of Senator (including any primary 
election, runoff election, convention, or 
caucus relating to such general or special 
election> which exceed $750,000 when added 
to the total of contributions previously 
made by multicandidate political commit
tees to such candidate and his authorized 
political committees with respect to such 
general or special election (including any 
primary election, convention, or caucus re
lating to such general or special election>." 

<c> Section 315<a><8> of the Federal Elec
tion Campaign Act of 1971 is amended-

< 1 > by striking out "person" the second 
place it appears and inserting in lieu thereof 
"person and also the intermediary or con
duit." 

<d> Section 315(a)(8) of the Federal Elec
tion Campaign Act of 1971 is amended-

"(!> by adding at the end of the para
graph the following subparagraph: 

"CA> Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, each multicandidate political 
committee which makes an independent ex
penditures in a federal election in connec
tion with such candidate's campaign, shall 
not do so in any newspaµer, magazine, 
broadcast or other media advertisement 
without the following notice placed on, or 
within such advertisement: 

"This message has been authorized and 
paid for by <name of committee/or any af-

filiated organization of the committee), 
<name/title of treasurer and/or president>. 
Its cost of presentation is not subject to any 
campaign contribution limits." 

<e> Section 315 of the Communications 
Act of 1934 <47 U.S.C. 315) is amended-

(!) by redesignating subsections (b), (c), 
and (d) as subsections (c), (d), and <e>. re
spectively; and 

<2> by inserting immediately after subsec
tion <a> the following: 

"(b)(l) If any licensee permits a person to 
utilize a broadcasting station to broadcast 
material which either endorses a legally 
qualified candidate for any Federal elective 
office or opposes a legally qualified candi
date for that office, such licensee shall, 
within a reasonable period of time, provide 
to any legally qualified candidate opposing 
the candidate endorsed <or to an authorized 
committee of such legally qualified candi
date), or to any legally qualified candidate 
who was so opposed <or to an authorized 
committee of such legally qualified candi
date), the opportunity to utilize, without 
charge, the same amount of time on such 
broadcasting station, during the same 
period of the day, as was utilized by such 
person. 

"(2) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term 'person' includes an individual, part
nership, committee, association, corpora
tion, or any other organization or group of 
persons, but such term does not include a le
gally qualified candidate for any Federal 
elective office or an authorized committee 
of any such candidate.". 

(f) Section 315(a) of the Communications 
Act of 1934 <47 U.S.C. 315(a)) is amended by 
striking "section" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "subsection". 

(g) Section 315<e> of the Communications 
Act of 1934, as so redesignated by subsection 
<a> of this section, is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"Ce) For purposes of this section-
"( 1) the term 'authorized committee' 

means, with respect to any candidate for 
nomination for election, or election, to any 
Federal elective office, any committee, club, 
association, or other group of persons which 
receives contributions or makes expendi
tures during a calendar year in an aggregate 
amount exceeding $1,000 and which is au
thorized by such candidate to accept contri
butions or make expenditures on behr.Jf of 
such candidate to further the nomination of 
election of such candidate; 

"<2> the term 'broadcasting station' in
cludes a community antenna television 
system; and 

"(3) the term 'licensee' and 'station licens
ee' when used with respect to a community 
antenna system mean the operator of such 
system.". 

<h> Section 301<17> of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(17) The term 'independent expenditure' 
means an expenditure by a person expressly 
advocating the election or defeat of a clear
ly identified candidate which is made with
out cooperation or consultation with any 
candidate, or any authorized committee or 
agent of such candidate, and which is not 
made in concert with, or at the request or 
suggestion of, any candidate, or any author
ized committee or agent of such candidate. 

"(A) For the purposes of this subsection, 
'cooperation or consultation with any candi
date, with respect to an election cycle 
means, but is not limited to the following-

"(i) the person making the independent 
expenditure communicates with, advises, or 
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counsels the candidate at any time on the 
candidate's plans, projects, or needs relating 
to the candidate's pursuit of nomination for 
election, or election, to Federal office, in the 
same election cycle, including any advice re
lating to the candidate's decision to seek 
Federal office; 

"<ii> the person making the independent 
expenditure includes as one of its officers, 
directors, or other employees an individual 
who communicated with, advised or coun
seled the candidate at any time on the can
didate's plans, projects, or needs relating to 
the candidate's pursuit of nomination for 
election, or election, to Federal office, in the 
same election cycle, including any advice re
lating to the candidate's decision to seek 
Federal office; and 

"<iii> the person making the independent 
expenditure retains the professional serv
ices of any individual or other person also 
providing those services to the candidate in 
connection with the candidate's pursuit of 
nomination for election, or election, to Fed
eral office, in the same election cycle, in
cluding any services relating to the candi
date's decision to seek Federal office." 

m If any provision of this Act or the ap
plication of it to any person or circumstance 
is held invalid, the remainder of the Act and 
the application of the provision to any 
other person or circumstance shall not be 
affected by such invalidation. 

<J> The amendments made by such sec
tions <a> through m of this section shall 
apply with respect to general, special, and 
runoff election occurring after December 
31, 1986. 

PREVENTING DISINVESTMENT 
OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY 
TRUST FUNDS AND OTHER 
TRUST FUNDS 

PACKWOOD AMENDMENT NO. 
955 

Mr. PACKWOOD proposed an 
amendment to the bill <H.R. 3669) to 
prevent the disinvestment of the 
Social Security Trust Funds and other 
trust funds; as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and 
insert in lieu thereof: 

That, during the period beginning on the 
date of enactment of this Act and ending on 
November 6, 1985, the public debt limit set 
forth in subsection Cb> of section 3101 of 
title 31 United States Code, shall be in
creased by an amount determined by the 
Secretary of the Treasury as necessary to 
permit the United States to meet its obliga
tions without any accelerated redemption of 
securities held by the Social Security Trust 
Fund or any other trust funds established 
pursuant to Federal law. No increase under 
the preceding sentence shall result in a 
public debt limit in excess of 
$1,840,800,000,000. During this period the 
United States may not redeem nonmarketa
ble securities held by any trust fund author
ized by law. The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall use the borrowing authority resulting 
from the increased debt limit in this Act to 
restore with interest nonmarketable securi
ties which have been redeemed after Octo
ber 31, 1985 and prior to the date of enact
ment of this Act. The debt limit shall revert 
to $1,823,800,000,000 on November 6, 1985. 

NOTICE OF MOTION TO 
SUSPEND THE RULE 

Mr. BYRD. I hereby give notice of 
my intention to move to suspend the 
following provisions of rule 14, para
graphs 2 and 3, for the consideration 
of H.R. 3669: 

In paragraph 2: 
"Every bill and joint resolution shall re

ceive three readings previous to its passage 
which readings on demand of any Senator 
shall be on three different legislative 
days, ... ", 
and in paragraph 3: 

" ... bills and joint resolutions from the 
House of Representatives, shall be read 
once, and may be read twice, if not objected 
to, on the same day for reference, but shall 
not be considered on that day nor debated, 
except for reference, unless by unanimous 
consent." 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES 
TO MEET 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Surface Transportation of 
the Committee on Commerce, Science. 
and Transportation be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Friday, November 1, to conduct a 
meeting on Oversight of the Staggers 
Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection. it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President. I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Friday, November l, 1985, 
in closed executive session, in order to 
conduct a hearing on intelligence mat
ters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For
estry be authorized to meet during the 
session of the Senate on Friday, No
vember l, to hold a hearing to exam
ine the condition of the farm credit 
system. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

AMERICA'S NEWSPAPERS 
OPPOSE SELLING CONRAIL TO 
NORFOLK SOUTHERN 

• Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, in the 
period between May 1 and September 
20 of this year, newspapers in 32 
States editorialized 166 times on the 
proposed sale of Conrail; 56 of the edi
torials favored the Morgan Stanley 
proposal, 59 favored keeping Conrail 
independent, 27 advocated doing noth-

ing, 13 argued that Conrail is worth 
more than has been bid so far, and 
only 11 endorsed the sale of Conrail to 
the Norfolk Southern Railroad. 

This means that newspapers around 
the country favored the Morgan Stan
ley proposal over the Norfolk South
ern proposal by a margin of well over 5 
to 1, and favored keeping Conrail inde
pendent over selling to Norfolk South
ern by an overwhelming margin of 
over 12 to 1. 

This strong opposition to the Nor
folk Southern proposal from the pages 
of newspapers both large and small lo
cated in the Conrail or Norfolk South
ern territory, or outside it demon
strates the inadequacy of the Depart
ment of Transportation's recommen
dation. 

Our newspapers have taken a careful 
look at the idea of selling Conrail to 
Norfolk Southern. and simply put, 
they do not like it. They understand 
the antitrust problems it raises, and 
they understand the problems it would 
cause for shippers and railroads that 
would connect with the combined car
rier. In short, these independent 
voices are convinced that a sale of 
Conrail to Norfolk Southern is not in 
the public interest. 

In the days to come, Mr. President, 
some of my colleagues and I will be in
cluding copies of many of these edito
rials in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I 
am sure the Senate will find the argu
ments they make very persuasive.e 

THE DRUG WAR IN CENTRAL 
AMERICA 

e Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
would like to bring to the attention of 
my colleagues a speech given by Am
bassador Lewis Tambs at a commence
ment address to the Ravenscroft 
School in Raleigh, NC. Ambassador 
Tambs, who is the former U.S. Ambas
sador to Colombia and is the current 
U.S. Ambassador to Costa Rica, ad
dresses the subject of the ongoing 
drug war in Central America. He does 
so perhaps better than any man I have 
ever listened to on the subject and his 
comments bear reading. For that 
reason Mr. President, I ask that Am
bassador Tambs' speech be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The speech follows: 
A WAR THAT MUST BE WON-DRUGS AND 

SOUTH AMERICA 

<By Lewis A. Tambs, former United States 
Ambassador to Colombia and Ambasador 
Designate to Costa Rica delivered as the 
commencement address to Ravenscroft 
School, Raleigh, North Carolina, June 1, 
1985) 
Ladies and Gentlemen, Graduates of the 

Class of 1985. I would like to talk to you 
about war, a war against you, your children, 
and your families. It is also a war against 
democratic governments in Latin America, a 
war financed by drug dollars. This is a nar
cotics v:ar which is destroying the youth, 
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the society, and the productivity of western 
civilization in the United States, in western 
Europe, and in Latin America. This is a 
world-wide war which ranges from the 
Golden Triangle in Burma to the Bakka 
Valley in Lebanon, and on to the Eastern 
llanos (plains) of Colombia, as well as to 
Peru and Bolivia. 

It is incidential as to whether this seduc
tive subversion is a conspiracy, whether it is 
engendered by corruption or by chance or 
circumstance. It is a fact, and that is all that 
matters. Colombia, sensing the danger to its 
institutions, has emerged as a model in anti
narcotics efforts-a role model in educating 
its young people to the dangers of self-de
struction through narcotics, a role model in 
extradition, which Mr. Holding mentioned, 
and interdiction of narcotics being shipped 
to the United States, Canada and Western 
Europe. Colombia, moreover, is eradicating 
cocaine and marijuana cultivations. Colom
bia is eliminating drug processing laborato
ries and Colombians also have made a deter
mined effort, under President Belisario Be
tancur Cuartas, to terminate money laun
dering activities through the banks and 
other international financial institutions. 

Colombia used to be noted for Juan 
Valdes and coffee. Now it is notorious for 
narcotics. In 1978, cultivation and process
ing of cocaine commenced in the eastern 
part of the country. Much of this area was 
and is controlled by communist insurgents. 
Many Marxists-Leninists, however, have a 
certain strain of Puritanism; that is, they 
initially tried to resist or eliminate this traf
fic. But, eventually they came to the conclu
sion that it could be very profitable and 
enable them to arm and equip their guerril
la warriors against the democratically elect
ed Government of Colombia. So after a few 
clashes with the narco trafficantes by 1982 
the communists and the drug dealers ar
rived at a modus vivendi. 

Communist insurgents, either by levying a 
liberation tax for protection or actually 
being engaged in drug business, are financ
ing the procurement of weapons and train
ing for their guerrilla fighters to overthrow 
a friendly, democratic society. Two presi
dents, both Liberals, President Turby-Ayala 
and President L6pez-Michelsen-expressed 
their concern to me about what was occur
ring in their country. They understood that 
communist terrorists, financed by drug dol
lars, were training and arming and infiltrat
ing into a region of the country.-the Media 
Magdalena-an area which if it became a 
communist stronghold, would have con
trolled over 30 percent of the national econ
omy. 

Guerrilla forces were increasingly better 
trained, better armed, better shod, better 
fed and equipped than the police and the 
military. Where did the money come from? 
It come from narcotics. The colombian gov
ernment determined to take a strong stand. 
In March of 1984, working with U.S. agen
cies, they launched the biggest drug raid in 
history in the Eastern llanos and destroyed, 
along with seven large laboratories and air
strips, some 14 tons of refined cocaine. At 
the seventh airfield and drug laboratory, 
the Colombian Armed Forces found a rifle 
range, an obstacle course, a soccer field, and 
a tailor shop, belonging to one of the major 
communist insurgent groups. The subver
sives also left behind three names marked 
for assasination. Col. Ramirez of the Na
tional Police Force, my name, and the Min
ister of Justice. The young Justice Minis
ter's name was Rodrigo Lara. He was in his 
early 30's. He had a wife and three children. 

Six weeks later, he was gunned down in 
Bogota, assassinated by the narco-terrorists. 
Only two weeks earlier, I was chatting with 
him in hi,s office. He told me that he esti
mated that the narco-guerrillas in two areas 
alone had netted $ll0 million in one year 
and that they were using these ill gotten 
gains to overthrow the democratic govern
ment which he served. He paid for his cour
age with his life. I buried him. Nevertheless, 
the Colombian government continued its 
strong stance. But the terrorists were still 
active. a few weeks after the assassination 
of Rodirigo Lara, the United States Embas
sy was bombed twice, as was my own resi
dence. 

I would like to take this moment now to 
ask you to pay tribute to the Foreign Serv
ice Officers, the DEA <Drug Enforcement 
Agency> agents, the FBI, the Defense at
taches and other governmental agencies 
which stood fast in their efforts in spite of 
terrorists threats to them and their families 
to save you in this room. 

Insurgency financed by drug dollars con
tinued. In July 1984, the Colombian Armed 
Forces undertook a major marijuana oper
ation against the M-19 near the Venezuelan 
border. Also in July a singular event oc
curred when one of Colombia's major drug 
dealers, Pablo Escobar-Gaviria, was photo
graphed loading refined cocaine in Nicara
gua for transshipment to the United States. 
He was aided by a Nicaraguan government 
official, Federico Vaughan who worked for 
the Minister of Interior in Communist Nica
ragua. Tomas Borge. 

This is not the first time Carribean com
munists were involved in narcotics traffick
ing. In 1981 the Cuban Ambassador to Co
lombia, Revelo, was expelled from Bogota 
because he was engaged in exporting narcot
ics. He, along with six other Cuban officials 
are under indictment in Miami, Florida on 
drug related charges. 

Communist Cubans and Nicaraguans are 
clearly implicated in international drug 
dealing. Nicaragua is also the scene of a be
trayed revolution. The original Sandinistas 
were composed of Liberals and Conserv
atives, Social Democrats and Social Chris
tians. But in July 1979, the communist com
mandants seized power. They had the guns. 
The military-Marxists have built up a formi
dable military machine. In Nicaragua, as of 
June 1985, the military-Marxists have llO 
T-55 and 20 T-76 tanks some 200 armored 
personnel carriers supported by 30 helicop
ters including the latest Soviet model 
counter-insurgency Hind helicopter, the 
MIG-24, and over 100 field artillery pieces. 
Additionally the nine of the military-Marx
ist junta have at their disposal some 64,000 
regular troops and another 60,000 armed mi
litia. 

In the worst days of Somoza, the tyrant 
Somoza, his National Guard never exceeded 
12,000 men backed by three artillery pieces 
and three World War II vintage tanks. Nica
ragua has become an armed camp, and is ex
porting revolution to its neighbors in El Sal
vador and to other countries in Central 
America. 

Central America is important to us. It is 
important to the United States because of 
the Panama Canal and our strategic Carib
bean sea lanes. Moreover, the construction 
of the airbase at Punta Huete on Lake Ma
nagua-an airfield capable of handling the 
largest long-range Soviet bombers-will give 
the Soviets the capability of launching re
connaissance missions from Siberia, patrol
ling the Pacific coast of the United States 
and refueling and returning from Nicara-

gua. Soon you may have a similarity with 
America's Atlantic Coast where Soviet air
craft fly along the Eastern seaboard of 
North Carolina. Basing on Nicaragua, Soviet 
Bear bombers may soon be doing the same 
off America's Pacific shore. 

Central America is important to the devel
opment and defense of democracy. There 
are three constitutional democracies: El Sa
lavador, Honduras, and certainly Costa 
Rico. Guatemala is moving toward constitu
tional government. The United States gov
ernment believes that democracy is essential 
for the stability of the region. For, in gener
al, democracies do not export revolution. 
They do not declare war on their neighbors. 
Under the Jackson Plan, what the U.S. 
seeks in Central America is democracy, de
velopment, demilitarization and the depar
ture of foreign forces. The Administration 
hopes to achieve this through dialogue. The 
Sandinista government, the Junta, the Nine, 
the military-Marxists-and since they 
always wear uniforms that should tell you 
something about them-have broken all 
their prior promises. Promises they made to 
hold free, open, democratic elections. Prom
ises they made to respect human rights. 
Promises they made to establish an inde
pendent and impartial Judiciary. These 
promises were made to the Organization of 
American States in July 1979. More impor
tantly they were made to the Nicaraguan 
people. 

Foot people are fleeing Nicaragua. When 
the communists take over, ten percent of 
the people leave. Indochina, Afghanistan, 
Ethiopia, eastern Europe and Cuba are ex
amples. Currently, Central America is pur
suing this pattern. There are 25 million 
people in Central America: 75 million more 
in Mexico-a hundred million people. And if 
these poor souls seeking to survive, follow
ing freedom, begin to move, the United 
States is going to be faced with mass migra
tion-which, in the long run, may aid the 
United States because these refugees are 
willing to work and are generally anti-com
munist. Nevertheless, this migration could 
present grave social and economic problems 
in the short term. Therefore, there is 
danger to the South, danger to the demo
cratic states of Central America, and danger 
to the democratic states of South America, 
like Colombia. 

In Colombia, I noted that the United 
States had worked with the Colombians in 
the big bust of March 1984. Late last year 
there was reactivation of one of the airfields 
and laboratories. On October 12 Colombian 
National Police, aided by the military, heli
coptered in to destroy the cocaine laborato
ries which were being rebuilt along with the 
120 drums of precursor chemicals which 
process this death-dealing drug. The first 
two days Lieutenant Neyra and a paratroop
er died from sniper fire. I buried them. The 
next day Lieutenant Alvarez was killed. I 
buried him too. But, nevertheless, the Co
lombians pressed on and finally were suc
cessful in winning through. But what did 
the Colombians find? They found literature 
and account books, which belonged to a 
communist insurgent group. Therefore, 
once again there is a direct correlation be
tween insurgency and drug dollars. Once 
again, I'm not interested in whether it's con
spiracy, whether it's chance, or whether it's 
corruption, it's a fact. 

Attacks against the U.S. mission contin
ued. In November 1984, the narco-terrorists 
launched a car bomb against the United 
States Embassy in Bogota. One unfortunate 
woman was killed. She, of course, was an in-
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nocent bystander. But, the U.S. rruss1on 
stood fast. We were, however, obliged to ini
tiate the evacuation of our women and chil
dren. 

And then in December 1984, Ivan Mariano 
Ospina, the military leader of the M-19, a 
Colombian communist Castroite group, sur
faced in Mexico City. He called not only for 
the assassination of U.S. diplomatic person
nel in Columbia, but also clearly stated his 
desire to collaborate with the drug traffick
er, in attacking the United States. 

Again in January 1985, Carlos Ledher, one 
of the major drug traffickers, voiced the 
same opinion. He singled out the President 
of Colombia, Belisario Betancur Cuartas, 
for assassination. Nevertheless, the Presi
dent forged ahead. The threats continued in 
April and in May. In April on TV in Paris, 
the leader of the Moscow line insurgent 
group Manuel Marulanda, Tirofijo stated 
that he now had 40,000 men that he was 
preparing to launch against the Colombian 
government. 

Where did the money come from, you 
should ask. Well, I think you can guess by 
now. 

And then again in May, Just a few days 
ago, two Colombian military helicopters 
were shot down by communist insurgents in 
an area which has long been noted for its 
drug trafficking. The Colombians are taking 
the casualties. But U.S. citizens are taking 
the casualties too. With regard to consump
tion of cocaine, most of it occurs in this 
country in the age group of 28-42. This is 
the managerial, the entrepreneurial, the 
economic elite, the so-called productive 
class; it can afford to buy this debilitating 
and demoralizing drug. 

Do you wonder why U.S. industry may be 
in trouble if the scientific business and aca
demic elite is sniffing its minds away up 
their noses on cocaine? We have the de
struction of our youth. And I ask you how 
much do you think it costs for rehabilitat
ing a person who is a cocaine addict? The 
minimum is $20,000 if they are salvageable. 
It may go as high as a $100,000 in some 
cases. What are we going to do with these 
zombies? We are a people in the Judeo
Christian tradition. We are going to have to 
take care of the unfortunates. We are going 
to have to warehouse them. And that 
money could be used for other things. It 
could be used for your education. It could be 
used for social services. It could be used for 
research and development or new produc
tion facilities. 

So, therefore, ladies and gentlemen, we 
are talking about a war-a war which in
volves not only a direct assault on democrat
ic governments in Latin America like Colom
bia, financed by drug dollars, but also a gen
eralized war against the future. You the 
young people are the future of western civi
lization, and the war is against our manage
rial skills, our productivity, our creativity, 
our tomorrow. 

We, therefore, are faced with conflict. We 
are faced with a crisis. And the fact is that 
basically, it is a spiritual, a metaphysical 
problem. You should love yourself and your 
neighbor, because people who live them
selves generally do not get involved in nar
cotics-either as users, abusers, or dealers. 

Therefore, ladies and gentleman. I ask 
you for your sakes, your children's sakes, 
for your nation's sake, to remember we are 
taking about war. We are talking about a 
war, a war which must be won. 

Thank you very much.e 

REDISTRIBUTION OF WEALTH 
• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the 
Peoria Journal Star is one of the most 
influential newspapers in the State of 
Illinois. 

It published an editorial recently 
which commented on something that 
seems to have escaped the attention of 
most editorial writers and Members of 
this body. 

The reality they are talking about is 
the massive redistribution of wealth 
that is taking place with our immense 
deficits and interest payments. 

Their sensible editorial is worth 
reading. I urge my colleagues to do so. 
I ask that the Journal Star editorial 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The editorial follows: 
CFrom the Peoria Journal Star, Oct. 6, 19851 

THE RICH: DEFICITS REDISTRIBUTE OUR 
MONEY UPWARDS 

Sen. Paul Simon, D-111., has called atten
tion to an important byproduct of the feder
al deficit that rarely gets mentioned. 
It is the massive redistribution of income 

now going on in America in which the feder
al government takes money from people of 
modest and limited income and gives it to 
the rich and the well-to-do. This is some
thing that will be going on for a long time 
into the future. 

We all know that the federal government, 
because it is spending about $200 billion a 
year more than it gets in taxes, has to 
borrow that much money to pay its bills. 
We also are well aware that the total feder
al debt now amounts to nearly $2 trillion. 

Like any of us, when the government bor
rows money it has to pay interest. In the 
fiscal year that we are just now beginning, 
Washington will pay $181 billion in interest. 

That many tax dollars go toward no gov
ernment program whatever; they don't pay 
soldiers' salaries or elderly Americans' pen
sions or the cost of rebuilding after hurri
canes or anything like that. They are 
merely interest payments given to people 
who loaned the government the money that 
it didn't have but wanted to spend anyWay. 

Who gets the interest? Obviously, people 
who can afford to buy Treasury bills, be
cause selling them is the way the govern
ment borrows. The ones who buy these 
bonds are mostly people <and institutions> 
of means who have enough money on hand 
to lend to Uncle Sam. 

Ordinary people, who pay the bulk of the 
taxes that are used to pay the interest, 
cannot afford to get in on this bonanaza. 
They give, and the others take. 

Every time you send the federal govern
ment $100 in income taxes, $20 of it is sent 
to some Treasury-bill holder as an interst 
payment. You might Just as well send $80 to 
Washington and mail $20 directly to some 
retired physician in Fort Lauderdale. 

Simon calls this "a government-sanctioned 
redistribution of such immensity that no 
feudal lord of the Middle Ages could have 
dreamed of anything like it." 

That is not an exaggeration. We would 
not want to believe that the president and 
Congress have been doing this deliberately, 
but, on the other hand, we can't help but 
notice that they have not been doing any
thing significant to stop it.e 

HANDICAPPED BASEBALL 
•Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, it 
brings me great pleasure to rise today 
to call the attention of my colleagues 
to an example of the great achieve
ments and successes which can be 
achieved by our friends and neighbors 
who are handicapped. These are indi
viduals who, through either physical 
or cerebral impairment, are engaged in 
a constant struggle to cope with life's 
difficulties on a day-to-day basis. The 
many conveniences of life we too often 
take for granted are frequently diffi
cult or next to impossible for the 
handicapped to employ. 

We, as individuals in a society full of 
complexities and sophistication, have 
taken advantage of technological inno
vations, such as the telephone, in 
order to make life as easy for ourselves 
as possible. There is nothing wrong in 
exploiting the use of such a tool, as 
long as·it is accessible to everyone. We, 
as a nation, must see to it that those 
of us who are handicapped are given 
equal access to the conveniences of 
daily living. The strength of the indi
vidual lends to the strength of the 
Nation. 

For this reason, I have cosponsored 
S. 402, legislation to require all tele
phones to be compatible for use with 
hearing aids. S. 402 also requires that 
common carriers provide specialized 
equipment for telephone service for 
use by persons whose hearing, speech, 
vision, or mobility is impaired. The 
strength of this legislation is its en
couragement of individual capability 
and productivity-factors vital to fos
tering the synergistic development of 
individuals, which lead to a stronger 
Nation. 

There are many organizations dedi
cated to helping handicapped individ
uals. This aid often involves the teach
ing of self-confidence and self-esteem. 
These organizations encompass a 
broad range of institutions from hospi
tals to group homes, but I would like 
to call attention today to one small, 
but effective, organization-a baseball 
team-which amply serves as an exam
ple of what a little time and a little 
caring can mean to a handicapped in
dividual. 

The story of this baseball team, writ
ten and published by N ewsday this 
past summer, describes a group of spe
cial athletes who come together on 
weekends to compete. These children 
are learning how to deal with the frus
trations which make it difficult for 
consistent social interaction with 
other children. I would like to share 
this article, as it brings out the best in 
these children. We must support these 
children, Just as we must make certain 
that all Americans remain strong. This 
is the strength of our Nation. 

Mr. President. I request that this ar
ticle be printed in the RECORD in its 
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entirety at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

The article follows: 
THE HANDICAPPED CAN PLAY, Too 

<By Joe Krupinski> 
When 9-year-old Steven Geers reached 

first base safely, he celebrated by stomping 
on it with both feet. 

Before 8-year-old Kristin Soiners batted, 
she remembered to first blow a kiss to her 
mother on the sideline. 

Tiny Stephanie Santino determinedly 
pounded a fist into her glove before catch
ing a thrown baseball, just as her uncle had 
taught her. 

Mike Ferrer, his cap askew, gave a high
five to his coach when he scored. Nobody 
had to tell him that was the thing to do. 

Such incidents are commonplace in hun
dreds of Little League baseball games 
throughout Long Island every spring. 
Except that this particular game, played on 
a recent Saturday afternoon in Lindenhurst, 
was special. The players all are handi
capped, physically or mentally, because of 
cerebral palsy, Down's Syndrome, autism 
and other forms of mental retardation or 
learning disability. 

"Something's missing," Nassau County 
police officer Richard Northom said to him
self last summer, after his two normal sons, 
Richie <10> and Larry (7), had completed an
other season with the Lindenhurst National 
Little League. "I was doing some volunteer 
work at the Nassau Rehabilitation Center 
Cin Woodbury] and thought, "These kids 
would also benefit from playing ball like 
other kids. A handicapped child only wants 
what every child wants-a sense of belong
ing. They want to have friends, and the best 
way to make friends is through sports." 

It took an extraordinary effort by North
ern and others to promote interest in such a 
program, however. While officials of the 
local Little League readily accepted the idea 
of sponsoring a special team, parents of the 
handicapped children were reluctant to join 
in right away. "By nature, these mot.hers 
and fathers are overly protective of their 
handicapped youngsters," Northern said. 
But by the May 4 Opening Day, the "Lin
denhurst Pioneers" team had 21 players be
tween the ages of 6 and 16, coming from 
communities as far away as East Meadow. 

Northern, who knows all his charges by 
name and disability, acts as the manager 
with the assistance of a dozen volunteer 
coaches, one for every child or two. The 
weekly two-hour session begins with 
warmup exercises ("just like the major
leagues do," he urges the kids) and individ
ual running of the bases ("to give them a 
feel of the game"). The group breaks up for 
catch-and-throw practice along the base
lines. Then the actual "game" takes place, 
with players using a batting tee for the time 
being. The workout is happily ended with 
sodas all around. Players hug and kiss their 
coaches, promising to be back on time next 
week. 

"This is beautiful," said LIRR conductor 
William Washington of Copiague, whose 10-
year-old son, Billy, was born with cerebral 
palsy and communicates by sign language. 
"The neighborhood kids play ball in the 
street and he watches over the yard fence. 
They don't understand him. Average kids 
don't get along that well with handicapped 
kids because they're different. Kids like ev
erybody to be the same." 

Alex Santino of Lindenhurst, whose 6-
year-old daughter Stephanie was born with 
Down's Syndrome and is the smallest 

member of the program, admitted that he 
was "skeptical about anybody being able to 
put a thing like this together. I thought it 
would fizzle because it takes so much time 
and patience. But look how many people 
they've got involved. There's a civic pride 
here." 

The players were provided with the same 
uniforms <shirts, pants and socks> as all the 
other Little Leaguers in Lindenhurst. Four 
dozen caps were donated by the Nassau Po
licemen's Benevolent Association. The Lin
denhurst Lions Club has promised to deliver 
a pair of portable restrooms to the Niagara 
School field. The Knights of Columbus has 
made a $100 donation and the Hempstead 
Village Police have given 200 free tickets to 
a summer concert featuring music of the 
'50s for the participants and their families. 

One of the coaching volunteers is Steph
anie's uncle, James King, who arranges for 
a friend to take over his hot-dog stand busi
ness on weekends so that he can be with 
her. "Whatever Stephanie wants, Uncle 
Jimmy gives," said Stephanie's mother, 
Cookie Santino. "She used to watch her 
older sister play softball. Now she says, 'My 
tum, my tum.' She wanted to put on her 
uniform at 8 o'clock this morning.'' 

Another enthusiastic team member is 7-
year-old John Ketchum of Amityville, who 
has an IQ of 135 but suffers limited use of 
his right hand and right leg because of cere
bral palsy. "We have him in therapy to deal 
with his handicap, which he hasn't been 
able to do because it's so frustrating to 
him," said his father, John. "Some kids 
tease him and call him a dummy at school. 
On the other hand, others pick up his books 
and help him with his coat. He likes all 
sports. He can tell you the statistics of half 
the players in the major leagues." 

Matthew Gagnon, 9 of Hicksville might be 
physically able to play baseball as well as 
other boys his age, but is hampered by 
autism, a learning and behavioral disorder. 
"He gets upset at a moment's notice," said 
his father, Bruce. "This morning he told us, 
'I'm not going to play today.' But two hours 
later he was anxious to come. Once he sees 
the other children, he enjoys it. He general
ly doesn't have this opportunity for social
ization. This is great for him.'' 

Matthew accidentally collided with a field
er while running to first base and began 
crying. But young John Ketcham, who was 
helping to coach at first, stopped his tears 
by whispering, "When any of these kids hit 
you, let me know." With their parents anx
iously watching the exchange from the side
line, the two boys spontaneously hugged 
each other on the field. "I think he's made a 
friend," Bruce Gagnon told his wife with an 
unmistakable lump in his throat. 

His adoptive parents beamed while infield
er Frank Watson of Wantagh, a 13-year-old 
with Down's Syndrome, smoothly scooped 
up a ground ball and threw the runner out. 
The Sunday before, Joseph and Elizabeth 
Watson, who adopted Frank six years ago 
since their own five children had grown up 
and married, had watched their son. <"We 
first got him as foster parents when he was 
a baby.") win two events in the Naasau 
County Special Olympics track and field 
meet at Mitchel Park. 

"He tends to be hyperactive," Elizabeth 
Watson confessed, "and this is a wonderful 
outlet for him. He loves sports of any kind, 
including basketball and soccer, too. He 
copies what he sees on television, the bat
ting stance and the whole bit. He used to 
like Reggie Jackson when he was with the 
Yankees. Now his hero is Darryl Strawberry 
of the Mets." 

As the baseball game comes to a close, it is 
difficult to determine who has had a better 
time, the kids or their coaches. "Their joy is 
our joy," said 26-year-old Lori Zeller of 
Hicksville, who was told about the Linden
hurst program by a friend. "When you see 
them smile after catching a ball, it's worth 
it. You know they're building more confi
dence by being here. It makes us feel special 
to give them some of our time. There's no 
place else I'd rather be at this moment." 

Since the season continues through June 
29, there's still time and room for more 
players and coaches in this special program, 
which is held each Saturday at the Niagara 
Avenue Elementary School in Lindenhurst. 
Donations are also welcome. Contact Rich
ard Northern, 120 North Jefferson Ave., 
Lindenhurst 11757 <call 516/884-4971). 

There also is a program for mentally re
tarded youth called the North Babylon 
Trailblazers. Contact Tony Siracuse, North 
Babylon Youth League, PO Box 2023, Deer 
Park Avenue, North Babylon 11703 <516/ 
587-8479). 

With teams from North Bellmore and 
North Merrick forming, plans are being 
made to establish a traveling league for all 
teams next spring.e 

THE INTERNATIONAL ECONOMY 
TO 1999 

•Mr. HART. Mr. President, earlier 
this week, Prof. Gary Hufbauer of 
Georgetown University delivered an 
extraordinary address on the occasion 
of his appointment as the first Marcus 
Wellenberg professor of international 
financial diplomacy. I wish to share 
that speech with my colleagues today. 

Professor Hufbauer's address is note
worthy in two respects. 

First, it is one of the clearest argu
ments for elevating the role of inter
national economics in our foreign 
policy. Professor Hufbauer, an econo
mist, recognizes what too many for
eign policy experts overlook. He notes 
that many of America's greatest post
war accomplishments in world affairs 
have been in economics: our leader
ship to expand world trade through 
GATT, to create the institutions of 
international economics at Bretton 
Woods, and to draw developing na
tions into the economy of the Free 
World. He also correctly observes that 
our economic strength provides a tre
mendous edge over the Soviet Union
an edge we should better exploit in 
our continuing competition with the 
Soviets. 

Second, Professor Hufbauer offers a 
cogent argument against protection
ism and other constricting approaches 
to international economics. He argues 
that our Nation and other Western na
tions exacerated the economic collapse 
of the 1920's and 1930's by responding 
with tariffs and other policies that re
duced world economic activity rather 
than increasing it. He concludes we 
can overcome the likely economic 
challenges of the next two decades if 
we resist pressures for such policies 
and steer instead toward policies that 
expand trade, reduce unfair trade 
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practices by our competitors, and mod
ernize our own industrial profile. 

Professor Hufbauer's address, enti
tled, "The International Economy to 
1999," provides an excellent portrait of 
the economic possibilities for our 
future, and I recommend it to all my 
colleagues. Mr. President, I ask that 
Professor Hufbauer's remarks be re
produced in full at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The remarks follow: 
THE INTERNATIONAL EcONOMY TO 1999 

<Address by Prof. Gary Clyde Hufbauer> 
I.PROLOGUE 

Father Healy, Dean Krogh, Peter Wallen
berg and members of the Wallenberg 
family, Ambassador Wachtmeister, distin
guished guests. It is a signal honor to be 
named the First Wallenberg professor at 
Georgetown. The Wallenberg family of 
Sweden is one of the great families of West
ern society. It has been compared to the 
Rockefellers of the United States, the Roth
schilds of France, and the Medicis of Italy. 
In this comparison, Marcus Wallenberg may 
be singled out as a twentieth century Lor
enzo the Magnificent. He was a trusted em
issary for his nation during the difficult 
years of the Second World War, a patron of 
the arts and sciences on a magnificent scale. 
A champion player on the Wimbledon 
courts, a pioneer leader of Swedish finance 
and industry, and a dedicated exponent of 
liberal international policies. Marcus Wal
lenberg was born in 1899. I propose to cele
brate his centennial birthday early by re
flecting on the shape and dimensions of the 
world economy over the century ending in 
1999. 

The printed invitation to this ceremony 
billed the title of my address as "The Inter
national Economy in 1999." You are here 
under false pretenses. In fact, the title is 
"The International Economy to 1999." As 
we now embark on a tour of history, you 
will discover what a big difference a small 
preposition can make. 

The international economy is built on the 
simple fact that each country can improve 
its national life through exchange with for
eign countries: 

Most obviously through the exchange of 
goods; 

But also through the migration of people 
and the flow of capital from one nation to 
another; 

And equally important by the exchange of 
ideas to inspire fresh insights on the organi
zation of business and society at large. 

In the years since 1899, economic life has 
vastly improved for most countries, and 
international exchange has made a major 
contribution to those gains. If the rules of 
international commerce over the past centu
ry had been written by small- and mid-sized 
countries-such as Canada, Sweden, and 
Korea-quite possibly the world economy 
would have witnessed uninterrupted inte
gration in all its dimensions. The great ma
jority of successful small- and mid-sized 
countries depend on the world economy. 

But the rules of the international system 
have been written by the major players-in 
recent years, the European Community, 
Japan, and the United States. Prosperity in 
large countries does not visibly depend on 
outward-looking economic policies. As a con
sequence, large countries have sometimes 
tolerated measures that damage the world 
economy. Today, for example, Japanese 
telecommunications policy, the European 

common agricultural policy, and the U.S.-in
spired Multifiber Agreement all serve to dis
rupt international commerce. 

What consideration guide the major 
powers in choosing between liberalization 
and protection? 

One set of considerations involves macro
economic disturbances-boom, depression, 
commodity price shocks, and exchange rate 
fluctuations. Macroeconomic events do in
fluence the choice between liberal and pro
tective policies, but macroeconomic events 
are not the whole story. In different eras, 
the major powers have responded in quite 
diffeent ways to similar macroeconomic dis
turbances. To explain these different policy 
responses it is useful to remind ourselves 
that large countries often regard interna
tional commerce as an instrument of foreign 
policy. This was notably true of British eco
nomic diplomacy in the nineteenth century, 
and American economic diplomacy after the 
Second World War. 

II. A CENTURY OF INTERNATIONAL TREMORS 
Over simplified, the international econo

my of the past century can be divided into 
five episodes, each marked by central fea
tures of economic integration or disintegra
tion, reflecting the play of forces between 
macroeconomic events on the one hand and 
the foreign policy concerns of the major 
powers on the other. Let me try to capture 
the central features of each of those five pe
riods. Those who dread history should not 
be alarmed, for I shall compress more than 
80 years into less than eight minutes. 

1. The first period, 1879-1920, was an age 
of overseas investment and emigration, cam
ouflaging a slow rise of trade protection. 

The last quarter of the nineteenth centu
ry and the first decades of the twentieth 
were not years of liberal trade policy. The 
decisive step came in 1879 when Germany, 
the country which had gone farthest down 
the road to free trade, adopted the Bis
march tariff, a measure that brought huge 
political advantage to the Chancellor, but 
set in motion a slow rise of retaliatory pro
tection. 

Nevertheless, under the umbrella of Brit
ish diplomacy, a large measure of free trade 
was maintained and other features of the 
international economy were positively buoy
ant. Emigration and capital flows from 
Europe providing a driving force. Scaled to 
the present-day U.S. economy, immigration 
at the rates of the pre-First World War 
period would require about 11 million immi
grants into the United States per decade
about twice recent rates of legal and illegal 
immigration combined. Again, if the United 
States today were to invest abroad at the 
rates achieved by Britain in the pre-war 
period, it would require net capital outflows 
of $200 billion per year. Instead, U.S. net 
capital inflows may reach $200 billion annu
ally in the years ahead. We have come a 
very long way from the halcyon period of 
British diplomatic supremacy. 

2. In the second period, 1920-1929, only 
the flow of capital remained unfettered. 

After the First World War, political lead
ers reacted to events, and they gave little 
thought to the construction of an enduring 
world economy. The major powers erected a 
new barrage of tariffs and nontariff bar
riers. The movement of people was restrict
ed as well. American policy surrendered to 
crude prejudice against the supposed 
"flood" of southern European immigrants. 

The outstanding positive characteristic of 
the international economy in the 1920's was 
the movement of capital, associated both 
with war reconstruction and postwar devel-

opment. As late as 1929, it seemed that the 
cornucopia of finance centere1 in New York 
would sustain the world economy for years 
to come. But world prosperity could not be 
indefinitely nourished by a financial bubble 
that fed on itself. In 1930, all collapsed. 

3. The third period, 1930-1950, was an era 
of cataclysm and reconstruction. 

The failures of the 1930's were spectacu
lar. First there was market failure. Disaster 
began with the U.S. stock market crash of 
1929, followed by bank failures in Europe 
and the United States. Financial rout was 
accompanied by plummeting industrial pro
duction. 

Next there was policy failure. The United 
States Federal Reserve Board, the Bank of 
England, and the Bank of France proved re
markably inept in handling the financial 
crisis: They failed to act as lenders of last 
resort, they failed to expand the money 
supply in the face of collapsing production; 
and they engaged in destructive exchange 
rate competition. 

As national economies collapsed, the 
international economy all but disappeared. 
Trade was devastated by an avalanche of 
tariff restrictions and exchange controls, 
triggered by the Smoot-Hawley tariff of 
1930. 

Neither France, nor the United Kingdom, 
nor the United States saw the preservation 
of the international economy as a key objec
tive of foreign policy. France was preoccu
pied with a resurgent Germany; the United 
Kingdom was concerned with preserving an 
empire; and the United States was con
sumed by isolationist sentiment. 

Out of the cataclysm emerged a construc
tive attitude. With tiresome persistence, 
Secretary of State Cordell Hull advocated 
tariff reduction as the central instrument of 
U.S. foreign policy. After the Second World 
War, the United States and the United 
Kindom saw their foreign policy interests 
served by rapid reconstruction of the world 
economy. This was their strongest and best 
answer to a menacing Soviet Empire. They 
created a network of magnificent institu
tions to promote economic integration: The 
International Monetary Fund, the World 
Bank, the GATT and the OECD. Marcus 
Wallenberg was a visionary actor in the 
postwar reconstruction of Europe. 

4. The fourth period, 1950-1970, so famil
iar to most of us, was a golden age of trade 
and investment. 

In the postwar years, expanding trade and 
growing capital flows, and the spread of 
multinational firms powered the interna
tional economy. The network of interna
tional institutions, together with memories 
of interwar mismanagement, served to 
buffer the system against inevitable but un
foreseeable shocks. 

5. The fifth and most recent period, 1971 
to the present, can be characterized as an 
era of successful damage control policies. 

In August 1971, faced with a growing ex
ternal deficit, President Nixon closed the 
gold window and imposed a 10 percent sur
charge on imports. Fortunately, instead of 
engaging in destructive retaliation, the 
major powers transformed the Bretton 
Woods system of fixed exchange rates into 
the current system of floating exchange 
rates. 

When the oil shocks of 1973 and 1979 hit 
the international economic system, the 
major powers showed the good sense not to 
comer available supplies of traded oil. In
stead, they cooperated with one another in 
sharing the burden of shortages and higher 
prices. 
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When the developing country debt crisis 

hit the world economy in the summer of 
1982, responsible policies were again pur
sued. The International Monetary Fund and 
the Federal Reserve Board skillfully averted 
financial panic. 

In the written version of these remarks, I 
present a tabular score card that summa
rizes the major episodes of integration and 
disintegration over the past century. This 
score card gives cause for modest optimism. 
The worst outcomes occurred when failing 
markets were met with restrictive policies. 
Those outcomes occurred in the 1930's, 
when collapsing trade and capital flows 
were reinforced by the Smoot-Hawley tariff 
and its progeny, and by widespread ex
change controls. Conversely, the best out
comes occurred when market integration 
was reinforced by liberal policies, most con
spicuously in the years immediately after 
the Second World War. 

Recent years are characterized by more 
constructive episodes than destructive epi
sodes. Based on this experience, we may 
speculate that the international system has 
developed workable damage-control mecha
nisms. The major powers may squabble with 
one another over steel, wheat and telecom
munications, but the international economy 
of the 1980's contains a far stronger 
immune system than it enjoyed in the 
1930's. 

III. CHALLENGES TO THE YEAR 1999 

With this retrospective survey in mind, I 
shall try to sketch the international econo
my in the years remaining to 1999. This 
sketch must start with an outline of future 
macroeconomic disturbances-no easy task. 

In 1913, who foresaw shifting roles of 
Europe and the United States as suppliers 
of world capital? In 1972, who foresaw the 
coming oil shocks? Undaunted by the haz
ards of forecasting, let me suggest looming 
areas of strength and weakness in the world 
economy. 

Economists often delight in their reputa
tion as practitioners of the dismal science. 
Two well-known Wall Street economists 
have been nicknamed Dr. Doom and Dr. 
Gloom. 

Nevertheless, the world economy exhibits 
several areas of strength. To start with, cer
tain problems of recent years seem unlikely 
to return. Ample supplies of oil and miner
als, together with an abundance of food
stuffs, promise a long period of stable com
modity prices. Meanwhile, industrial firms 
are more often plagued with surplus capac
ity than shortages. The leading central 
banks have seemingly banished the spectre 
of printing press inflation. The Thatcher
Reagan revolution has arrested the upward 
spiral of social welfare programs, while con
gressional and parliamentary skeptics have 
stalled the outsized growth of military 
spending. 

Taken as a whole, these background cir
cumstances favor a long period of noninfla
tionary expansion. This favorable back
ground is complemented by at least three 
buoyant forces in the world economy: First, 
a rising entrepreneurial spirit; second, a dy
namic pacific economy; and third, a commu
nications revolution. Let me say a few words 
about each of these buoyant forces. 

The liberal economic philosophy em
braced by Western nations for two centuries 
was built on a continuing process of innova
tion. In turn, innovation has largely depend
ed on private entrepreneurs, illustrated so 
well by the Wallenberg family. 

Governments seldom succeed in their own 
attempts at commercial innovation, but 

they can do much to encourage or to thwart 
private initiative. In some countries, such as 
Nicaragua under Somoza or the Philippines 
under Marcos, political power has been used 
to extract huge amounts of wealth from 
business, crushing private initiative in the 
process. In other countries, such as India 
and parts of Scandinavia, a heavy overlay of 
regulation stifles entrepreneurial efforts. 

The bright feature of the late 1980's and 
the 1990's is the worldwide spread of gov
ernment policies that support private entre
preneurs. Pro-business attitudes have cap
tured government thinking not only in the 
industrial countries, but also in such far 
flung places as New Zealand, China, and Ar
gentina. This contagion can only bode well 
for the world economy. 

Carrying the entrepreneurial banner, the 
Pacific Basin promises to become the 
growth center of the world economy. The 
Japanese success story is widely known and 
rightly celebrated. Other East Asian coun
tries have delivered equally spectacular per
formances. In two decades, Korea has in
creased its income per capita by almost four 
times. 

The growth push in the Asian-Pacific 
region will powerfully stimulate the rest of 
the world economy in the years ahead. 
Equally important, the region serves as a 
modern lesson on the conduct of economic 
policy. The successful countries in the 
region have two important characteristics in 
common: They rely on private firms and 
they are tied to the world economy. The tri
umphs of East Asia clearly favor the capi
talist-internationalist model of development 
over the Socialist-Isolationist model, a 
lesson now widely noticed in India, China, 
and parts of Latin America. 

A wealth of technical innovations will 
transform the world in the next 15 years. 
From the standpoint of the international 
economy, perhaps the most far-reaching in
novation is the communications revolution. 

Transcontinental communications enable 
the vast interchange of human services 
across long distances, a powerful twentieth 
century echo of nineteenth century immi
gration. Bookkeeping operations will be per
formed in Sri Lanka for companies in 
Sweden; legal briefs will be drafted in New 
Delhi for filing in New York; the Mayo 
Clinic will diagnose medical cases in Nairobi; 
company engineers in White Plains will 
direct smart robots in Sao Paulo. In short, 
the communications revolution will facili
tate specialization and low cost production 
on a global scale. 

Unfortunately, the combination of favor
able background circumstances and buoyant 
forces does not compel the conclusion that 
the world economy can look forward to an 
era of smooth sailing. Here I must put on 
the garb of the dismal science. You may 
think of this gown as my doomsday robe. 

Macroeconomic contradictions are now 
the foremost danger. At one time it was 
thought that a world of floating exchange 
rates would permit each nation to pursue its 
own vision of fiscal and monetar.v policy, 
and that gently moving exchange rates 
would ensure approximate balance in each 
nation's external accounts. 

Recent events have shown three things: 
First, that exchange rate changes are any
thing but gentle; second, that the free now 
of capital can lead to exchange rates that 
satisfy financial markets but are badly over
valued or undervalued in terms of trade 
competitiveness; and third, that the major 
nations can experience significant and per
sistent trade imbalances. In short, while 

floating exchange rates can indeed reconcile 
contradictory macroeconomic policies, they 
do so at great political cost to the interna
tional economic system. Seventy-nine per
cent of Americans now blame foreign trade 
for the loss of jobs. Even more important, 
elite circles in San Francisco, New York, and 
Washington now tolerate protectionist argu
ments. 

The accord reached at the Plaza Hotel in 
September represents an important first 
step in correcting the misalignment of ex
change rates. But it is possible that none of 
the tough backup policy decisions will be 
taken, and that the world economy will wit
ness a scenario of enormous U.S. trade defi
cits exceeding $200 billion annually through 
the rest of the 1980's. This scenario presents 
two dangers. On the one hand, there is the 
danger that the collapse of the dollar in the 
late 1980's could generate much the same 
shock wave consequences on world financial 
markets that the collapse of the U.S. stock 
market inflicted in 1929. On the other hand, 
there is the danger that, if the dollar does 
not fall quickly, the major powers, led by 
the United States, will embrace irreversible 
policies that strangle the growth of world 
trade and choke off the integration of world 
capital markets. 

If the present situation degenerates into 
restrictions on trade movements and capital 
flows, or if huge exchange rate movements 
lead to another round of double-digit infla
tion, new approaches will be required. 

The major powers might ask the Interna
tional Monetary Fund to take on the ves
tiges of a world central bank. As a start, the 
IMF could serve as the forum for meaning
ful consultation on the fiscal and monetary 
policies of the major nations. In time, the 
major nations might grant the IMF discre
tionary powers over the issue of special 
drawing rights for the purpose of interven
tion in exchange markets. 

Rising debt burdens pose another danger 
to the world economy. The debt bubble 
could burst with the involuntary extinction 
of debt claims on a global scale, through the 
mechanisms of bankruptcy and its interna
tional analogues. Alternatively, a return to 
inflation could solve the problems of this 
generation of debtors, but create another 
and larger generation in its wake. More con
structive, the debt bubble could be gradual
ly deflated through policies that reduce real 
interest rates and encourage a return to 
equity finance on a world scale. 

Signs can be found that the major powers 
are adopting the necessary transitional sup
port for a slow deflation of the debt bubble. 
In the 1985 bank-fund meeting, the United 
States offered plans for bolstering the 
World Bank. But will the fiscal discipline so 
necessary for ensuring a gradual deflation 
of the debt bubble be put in place? 

A third area of weakness is the manage
ment of structural adjustment. Europe, 
Japan, and the United States have all done 
very badly at rationalizing agricultural pro
duction. The abundance of biotechnology, 
coupled with the bounty of public finance, 
now threaten to give the world unwanted 
oceans of milk and mountains of grain. 
Meanwhile, a parade of industries face stiff 
competition from China, India, Brazil, and 
other emerging countries. 

The major powers need new solutions to 
their sunset industries and their uncompeti
tive farms. I favor an approach that would 
dedicate revenues from temporary "escape 
clause" tariffs to the adjustment of troubled 
industries and high-cost agriculture. Japan, 
for example, might inaugurate an exit pro-
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gram for its rice farmers and petrochemical 
workers; the United States might downsize 
its carbon steel and apparel factories; while 
Brazil and India might reduce the hothouse 
protection of their computer industries. 

IV. THE INTERNATIONAL ECONOMY IN 1999 

To conclude: Conditions are in place for a 
long period growth in the world economy. 
Whether this promise is realized depends on 
how our statesmen face the challenges 
ahead. None of the challenges I have men
tioned is insurmountable. The problems 
stem from financial imbalances and high
cost industries, not scarce resources and ca
pacity shortages. The solutions require sen
sible economics, not technological miracles. 
The central problems facing the world can 
be solved in positive ways that point to a 
greater integration of the world economy, 
much as was done in the tumultuous years 
between 1971and1985. 

But the tremors ahead will not be met in a 
constructive fashion unless the leading 
countries see their political interests served 
by liberal policies. And here I have my 
doubts. Each of the great liberalizing move
ments of this country-the reciprocal trade 
agreements program of 1934, the Bretton 
Woods system, and European economic inte
gration-emerged from the bold designs of 
pioneering statesmen. They were not the 
result of a close calculation of costs and 
benefits by professional economists. 

As the 1930's recede into a more distant 
past, a new generation of Western States
men has come to view the international 
economy as a pleasant background feature, 
not a central concern deserving the same 
priority attention as star wars. 

These priorities are wrong. The triumphs 
of American and European Diplomacy since 
the Second World War are economic tri
umphs, not military triumphs. One need 
only contrast Bretton Woods, the vast 
growth of trade, and the appearance of cap
italism in China, with Suez, Vietnam and 
Lebanon to see the point. 

Our leaders have shown that they will 
rebuff crude protectionism. But will they 
embark on ambitious new efforts at inte
grating the world economy? In his April ad
dress at Princeton University, Secretary of 
State George Shultz spelled out a bold 
vision to meet the economic challenges of 
our time. It is not evident that his words 
carried to Capitol Hill, much less to Tokyo 
and Brussels. 

I conclude that the world economy will 
need to suffer at least one dramatic shock 
before the major powers will concentrate 
their attention on overhauling the interna
tional machinery. We in Washington have 
an unfortunate but enduring expression: "If 
it ain't broke, don't fix it." On present evi
dence, the international machinery needs to 
be visibly broke before it will be properly 
fixed. 

When the shock occurs, can the spirit that 
led to Bretton Woods and European eco
nomic integration be rekindled? Our leaders 
must grasp four essential facts: First, with 
proper policies, the West can easily surpass 
the Soviet Empire in the economic arena; 
second, the magnetic pull of an open trad
ing system will gradually detach parts of 
that empire; third, both those goals can be 
achieved with budget outlays that are a 
small fraction of the Pentagon's expendi
ture; but fourth, however, hard we try, and 
however much we spend, we will never 
regain a comfortable margin of military se
curity against the possible misdeeds of the 
Soviet Union. 

I believe that when the leaders of Europe, 
Japan, and the United States grasp these 
crucial facts, they will rediscover the politi
cal importance of a thriving world economy. 
They will embrace the vision of a great in
dustrial free trade area, with free movement 
of people and capital, and coordinated eco
nomic policies. But the way will not be easy. 

In his 1980 address to Georgetown Univer
sity, Marcus Wallenberg spoke on the need 
of statesmanship in government and in busi
ness. I will close with his wise advice: 

We need new Trumans, new Marshalls, 
new Adenauers, and new Monnets to re
create the right environment for new Fords, 
new Andersens, new Rothschilds, and new 
Morgans, who will see the opportunities and 
create the new resources we need to cope 
with our domestic and our global problems. 

Thankyou.e 

THE 1985 MAN OF CONSCIENCE 
AWARD 

e Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to call attention of my col
leagues to the annual award dinner of 
the Appeal of Conscience Foundation 
honoring Giovanni Agnelli that took 
place on October 15 at the Pierre 
Hotel in New York City. My distin
guished colleagues, Senators LUGAR 
and KENNEDY, spoke at this dinner to 
celebrate the occasion of Giovanni Ag
nelli's receiving the 1985 Appeal of 
Conscience Foundation's Man of Con
science Award for his life-long effort 
to improve the human condition-and 
to advance the cause for human 
rights, social justice, international co
operation, and peace worldwide. 

Celebrating its 20th anniversary, the 
Appeal of Conscience Foundation con
tinues to work diligently to promote 
human rights and human dignity. 
This foundation has supplemented ef
forts of the United Nations, and has 
consistently assisted in the reduction 
of those tensions which have so often 
led to suspicion, hatred, and war. 

As president of the Appeal of Con
science Foundation, Rabbi Arthur 
Schneier presented Giovanni Agnelli 
with the 1985 Man of Conscience 
Award and addressed the capacity
filled grand ballroom of the Pierre 
Hotel. His words echoed through the 
open doors, and into the streets. 
Speaking not only for those in attend
ance, but for all the world to hear, 
Rabbi Schneier paid tribute to a man, 
Giovanni Agnelli, who represents the 
undying quest for freedom and peace 
worldwide that all nations must 
pursue. 

Mr. President, I ask that Rabbi 
Arthur Schneier's address be printed 
in the RECORD in its entirety at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

The address follows: 
ADDRESS AND PRESENTATION TO GIOVANNI AG

NELLI FOR THE APPEAL OF CONSCIENCE 
FOUNDATION ANNUAL AWARD DINNER 

Address by Arthur Schneier, President, 
Appeal of Conscience Foundation 

This year we extend Columbus Day with 
Agnelli Day. My dear friend and past recipi
ent of the Appeal of Conscience Award Cor-

etta King has had the experier.ce of having 
a day declared for Martin Luther King. It is 
not easy to add a National Holiday. We, at 
the Appeal of Conscience Foundation, are 
delighted to proclaim henceforth Giovanni 
Agnelli Day following Columbus Day. 

It is Providential that we honor Italy's 
foremost citizen with the Man of Con
science Award tonight. 

The management of terrorism has preoc
cupied U.S.-ltalian relations these last few 
days. Governments make mistakes and lead
ers may blunder but the friendship between 
people endures. It is significant that we 
honor Giovanni Agnelli, who has devoted 
his life to strengthening the bonds between 
Italy and the United States. Tonight, 
through him, we reaffirm the ties between 
our two nations and note with great pride 
the enormous contributions of the Italian 
community to America. 

We are also gratified to observe the Twen
tieth Anniversity of the Appeal of Con
science Foundation. It is encouraging to see 
this Grand Ballroom filled to capacity with 
men and women representing different 
races, religions, nationalities, ideological and 
political persuasions. 

All of us are aware of the need to live to
gether and strive together to assure the sur
vival of humanity. There is the realization 
that we either swim or sink together. We 
heard this evening from Mayor Ed Koch, 
Senator Lugar, and we will be hearing from 
Senator Kennedy. These political leaders 
are with us to stress the importance of con
science in world affairs. I would like to use a 
Biblical frame of reference. The first fratri
cide quoted in the Bible between Cain and 
Abel has an important lesson for all of us. 
When God questioned Cain about his broth
er, he replied: "I know not, am I my broth
er's keeper." <Genesis IV:9>. The credo of 
the Appeal of Conscience Foundation-we 
are our brothers' keeper when it comes to 
defending religious freedom and human 
rights. Another lesson from the Bible-God 
questioned Adam why he ate the Forbidden 
Fruit. He offered an alibi. It was Eve my 
wife-the woman you created, she made me 
do it. And when God turned to Eve she 
blamed it on the serpent. It is human 
nature to find excuses and alibis. We affirm 
tonight-there cannot be nor do we accept 
any excuses when it comes to assuming re
sponsibility for justice and human dignity. 
We reaffirm the principle that we are all re
sponsible for one another. This is the princi
ple of collective responsibility that has 
guided Giovanni Agnelli in his business, 
career and public life. As head of FIAT he 
presides over not only the destiny of an in
dustrial giant of 400 companies but also ful
fills his responsibility with compassion and 
concern for the world and humanity. He is a 
citizen of Italy but acts as a citizen of the 
world with a global and not fragmented 
view-he looks at humanity as a whole, and 
is determined to better the human condi
tion. 

Giovanni Agnelli lost his father at the age 
of 14 and his grandfather, Senator Giovanni 
Agnelli the founder of FIAT, became his 
guardian, and mentor who molded and 
shaped the views and philosophy of his 
grandson. From his grandfather he inherit
ed much· more than an industrial enterprise 
but a value system that has freedom, liber
alisim and a love for humanity at its core. 
These values motivated Giovanni Agnelli to 
join the Allies Armed Forces Forth Army in 
the Campaign for the liberation of Italy and 
was awarded the Italian Cross. He and his 
gifted wife Marena, are patrons of the arts 
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and culture. They have two children, 
Edoardo and Magherita. 

The word Agnelli means lamb-a symbol 
of peace. The Agnelli headquarters remains 
in the City of Turin. Its symbol torro-the 
bull-represents power and strength. Gio
vanni Agnelli uses his industrial power to 
advance the cause of peace, human dignity, 
social justice and international cooperation. 
This is why we are happy to salute him as a 
"Man of Conscience" who in all his endeav
ors has not lost sight of the human dimen
sion. 

It is a great pleasure for me to present 
you, Mr. Agnelli, with this Steuben Crystal 
Star with the inscription: "More things are 
wrought by prayer than this world dreams 
of." 

May God give you and your wonderful 
family health and happiness to go from 
strength to strength.• 

NICARAGUA 
• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, Tom 
Wicker frequently has thoughtful, 
perceptive articles in the New York 
Times. 

That is certainly true of one he 
wrote recently commenting on the 
Nicaragua situation. 

I have been one of those who has 
consistently opposed aid to the Con
tras. I am proud of that stand. 

But the Sandinistas seem to go out 
of their way to make it difficult for 
those of us who believe that the 
United States should not be in the 
business of trying to overthrow gov
ernments in other countries. 

Tom Wicker's column basically says 
that the policy of the United States is 
wrong, and the policy of the Govern
ment of Nicaragua is wrong. 

I agree with both of those assump
tions. 

I urge my colleagues to read the 
Tom Wicker column, and I ask that it 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
<By Tom Wicker> 

THE WORST ENEMY 

Those Americans who consider it illicit 
and unwarranted for the U.S. to intervene 
militarily in the affairs of Central American 
nations have a heavy burden to bear in Ni
caragua's Sandinista Government. Its 
heavy-handed suspension of civil liberties 
has made that burden much harder to bear. 

The Sandinista Government is admittedly 
Marxist and closely allied with Cuba and 
the Soviet Union. But Nicaragua is a weak 
and impoverished country that poses no dis
cernible threat to the U.S. other than in 
President Reagan's nightmares. Its threat, 
if any, to other nations in Central Amer
ica-certainly to the Panama Canal-could 
be countered easily by U.S. military assist
ance and guarantees. 

Since the Sandinistas came to power, 
Nicaragua has not been a democracy-nor 
was it ever, except cosmetically, under the 
autocratic and sometimes despotic Somoza 
regime so long supported by the U.S. 
Human rights abuses chargeable to the San
dinistas are in no way comparable to those 
the Somoza regime perpetrated, or to those 
of South Africa; and they are surely no 
worse than those under other governments 
the U.S. has found acceptable-South 

Korea, for instance, or Chile or the Philip
pines. 

Nonetheless, the Reagan Ad.ministration 
has maintained <and there is some evidence 
to suggest it created> a military insurgency 
<the so-called contras>. heavily tainted with 
old Somocistas, that operates from sanctu
aries in Honduras across the border into 
Nicaragua. All but openly, the Ad.ministra
tion has conceded that its aim is to over
throw, or at least to "change the form" of, 
the Sandinista Government-which it pic
tures not only as a threat to its neighbors 
but whose purpose is to extend Marxist rev
olution and Soviet power north to the Rio 
Grande. 

It is this overwrought attitude and the 
Ad.ministration's resulting attempt to over
throw a Government it does not like that 
many Americans, and most Latin American 
nations, have strongly opposed. Most do not 
ad.mire the Sandinistas or the regime they 
have created; but they deplore this new ex
ample of lawless U.S. intervention in a 
region where gringo dominance backed by 
military muscle has often been detrimental 
to the well-being of the region's people. 

The Sandinistas have sought occasionally 
to build up this kind of internal and inter
national dissent against Reagan Ad.ministra
tion interventionism. But more often they 
have seemed to go out of their way to lend 
plausibility to Ad.ministration charges 
against their regime. For example: 

When they held national elections, they 
insisted on doing so under rules that caused 
the major opposition parties to withdraw. 
Thus, the Sandinistas not only made them
selves appear afraid to test their strength; 
when they won, as assured by their own 
rules, they failed to prove the kind of popu
lar support many observers believed they 
really had. 

Just when Congress had rebelled and de
feated Mr. Reagan's request for further aid 
to the contras, President Daniel Ortega Saa
vedra imprudently flew off to Moscow, 
dramatizing Sandinista links to the Commu
nist world. Congress immediately reversed 
itself and reopened the aid pipeline to the 
insurgents. That may say much about U.S. 
politicians' fear of being thought "soft on 
Communism"; nevertheless, Mr. Ortega's ill
timed trip rescued Mr. Reagan's Nicaraguan 
policy just when it had encountered deep 
trouble. 

Now the Sandinistas, in an apparent victo
ry for their hardest-line faction, have sus
pended civil liberties to an extent not before 
seen during their regime. Mr. Ortega's 
decree said this step was necessary because 
of "the brutal aggression by North Amer
ica" and the contras. So, to some extent, it 
may have been; but the decree in fact lends 
substance to Mr. Reagan's charges that the 
Sandinistas systematically abuse human 
and civil rights. Therefore, the decree will 
further diminish U.S. and international op
position to his determined campaign against 
them. 

If the new restrictions are strictly en· 
forced, moreover, they will put an effective 
end to the political liberty that has re
mained surprisingly vigorous in Nicaragua; 
that can only drive more internal political 
critics of the Sandinistas into the m111tary 
insurgency against them. 

Thus, if Ronald Reagan is not, the Sandi· 
nistas surely are their own worst enemy. 
Under this pressure, they needed to prove to 
the world that they were not the repressive 
dictators he said they were; instead, they 
seem almost determined to fit his descrip
tion.e 

VLADIMIR BRODSKY AND 
ROALD ZELICHONOK 

e Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to take part in the ongoing 
effort organized by the distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota, Senator 
BoscHWITZ, to use this forum to 
remind the world of the human rights 
abuses perpetrated by the Soviet 
Union. 

I would like to talk about a couple of 
individuals whose plight is not well 
known in this country. They are Vladi
mir Brodsky and Roald Zelichonok. 
Both were sentenced in August to 3 
years in Soviet labor camps on 
trumped up charges. 

During my visit to the Soviet Union 
in August, I had the chance to meet 
with the wives of both of these men. I 
met Vladimir's wife Dina by chance 
outside Moscow's only synagogue. She 
was expecting their first child and 
pleaded to me to raise her husband's 
case with Soviet officials and to re
quest clemency for him. Vladimir was 
then on a hunger strike as he awaited 
trial for the offense of "hooliganism." 
His real crime, however, was that he 
has been a peace activist, who has visi
bly campaigned for reductions in the 
Soviet and American arsenals. 

I did appeal to the Soviet Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs on Mr. Brodsky's 
behalf. The only response I ever re
ceived came in the Washington Post. A 
few days after my return to the 
United States, I read that Mr. Brodsky 
had been sentenced on August 15. He 
continued his hunger strike and even
tually after losing 40 pounds, Soviet 
prison officials began to force-feed 
him. I am concerned about his well
being as he faces the remainder of his 
term in a labor camp. His fasting has 
aggravated his ulcer and generally 
weakened him. His wife will face the 
hardship of raising their child, who 
must be due any day, alone. 

The plight of Roald Zelichonok is 
quite similar to that of Vladimir 
Brodsky. Roald is a mainstream, well
respected refusenik who resided with 
his wife Galina in Leningrad. He was 
convicted on the charge of slandering 
the Soviet state and its social system. 
His real crime was his involvement in 
the promotion of Jewish culture. He 
was arrested and tried as a warning to 
others that such involvement will not 
be tolerated by the Soviet security au
thorities. His physical condition is 
very poor. Yet, he has already endured 
solitary confinement and has been 
denied all medical treatment and med
icine, even vitamins. There are doubts 
that he will survive his 3 years at the 
labor camp. His wife Galina periodical
ly has had all mail cut off and has 
been harassed in various other ways. I 
met her in Leningrad the day after 
her husband had been sentenced. She 
herself is an invalid, who is very 
nearly blind. I was impressed with her 
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strength in the face of the adversity 
which the Soviet security services had 
imposed upon her and Roald. 

Mr. President, these are people 
whose problems cry out for justice. It 
is truly amazing that the Soviet Gov
errunent feels it must repress Jewish 
culture and peace activism in a small 
segment of its society. How can these 
individuals constitute such a threat to 
that Government that they must be 
confined to labor camps? Are the be
liefs they hold or the ideas they 
espouse so frightening to the Soviet 
Government and Soviet Communist 
Party? If so, why not allow these 
people to emigrate to countries where 
such beliefs are not only tolerated, but 
welcomed? It is tragic that the Soviet 
Goverrunent will not accept the chal
lenge of building a society which toler
ates dissent. The proliferation of cases 
such as these only does further 
damage to relations between the 
Soviet Union and the West. Some day 
there must be a reversal in the trend. 

Perhaps, we have seen a glimmer of 
such a reversal this week in the news 
of Mrs. Elena Bonner's permission to 
leave for medical treatment in the 
West and of Mrs. Irina Grivnina's ar
rival with her family in Amsterdam. 
These are very small steps and may 
simply be related to improving the at
mosphere leading up to the summit 
and, in the case of Mrs. Grivnina, to 
the Dutch decision on whether to go 
ahead with cruise missile deployment. 

We will only be able to tell in the 
weeks and months to come whether 
these cases do signal a turning point in 
Soviet human rights policy. If this 
week's events are followed by such ac
tions as the release and emigration of 
prisoners of conscience like Yuriy 
Orlov and their families, the emigra
tion of long-term refuseniks like Dr. 
Alexander Lerner and Dr. Alexander 
I off e and their families, and the cessa
tion of punitive actions against poten
tial emigrants and those trying to pre
serve Jewish culture, then a very 
heavy weight will be lifted from 
United States-Soviet relations and the 
prospects for progress in other areas 
of the relations and the prospects for 
progress in other areas of the relation
ship would be ehhanced. I sincerely 
hope that we will see such a change in 
course, and that the Vladimir 
Brodskys and Roald Zelichonoks of 
the Soviet Union will be given their 
freedom. 

Until there is clear evidence of such 
a change, we must continue to impress 
upon Soviet officials at every opportu
nity our revulsion toward Soviet 
human rights abuses. The President 
will speak for this entire body when 
he raises this issue with Mr. Gorba
chev 3 weeks hence at the summit. We 
all hope Mr. Gorbachev will have the 
vision to respond positively to the 
President's and our call for change.e 

TRIBUTE TO LOUIS RICCI OF 
CHICAGO 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a fellow citizen 
of my home State of Illinois: Mr. Louis 
Ricci. This year, Mr. Ricci will retire 
after serving for 28 years as the band 
director of St. Rita High School. 

For more than a quarter of a centu
ry, Mr. Ricci has taught his band 
members the discipline, dedication, 
and teamwork necessary for a success
ful performance. This Thursday 
evening his former students are dem
onstrating their appreciation to this 
remarkable man with a celebration in 
his honor. 

Over the years, the bands of St. Rita 
High School have won several awards. 
In 1963, they served as honor band for 
President Kennedy during his visit to 
Chicago. They performed before half
time crowds at countless Chicago Bear 
football games, as well as DePaul, 
Loyola, and Notre Dame football and 
basketball contests. In 1983, the St. 
Rita band was crowned the champion 
of Chicago's annual Music Bowl com
petition. 

But St. Rita bands have been known 
for much more than their proud list of 
achievements. Mr. Ricci instilled in his 
students a sense of family. He taught 
then that the skills they learned as 
good band members would serve them 
for a lifetime. Hard work, practice, and 
striving toward a common goal are all 
elements of any successful career, and 
Mr. Ricci's musicians learned these 
lessons well. 

Since 1957, The Marching Mustang 
Band has entertained loyal crowds 
with everything from Gershwin bal
lads to the marches of Souza. And 
through them all, Lou Ricci has been 
the strong voice in front of these 
hopeful young people. Shakespeare 
once wrote, "If music be the food of 
love, play on." Play on St. Rita and 
Lou Ricci. You have enriched the lives 
of thousands and you deserve our 
thanks and recognition on this special 
evening.e 

GREECE ACTS ON UNITED 
STATES TIP-ARRESTS SUS· 
PECTED SPIES 

•Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, some 
people in this country have questioned 
the position of the Government of 
Greece on a number of important 
issues. It is useful to note for the 
record that Greece has recently taken 
steps against terrorists and against 
spies which are helpful to the United 
States. These steps should be com
mended. 

The Washington Post reported Sep
tember 19 that "two Greek electronics 
experts were charged today with 
spying for the Soviet Union," and "a 
Greek naval officer has been arrested 
on suspicion of spying for a foreign 
power." The Post quotes Greek news 

reports which state that Washington 
had given Athens new information 
about Soviet espionage, and that 
Athens authorities had acted on the 
tips and caught the suspected spies. 
Also, the Greek Government has sub
sequently summoned the Soviet 
charge d'affaires to Athens in order to 
lodge a formal protest with the Soviet 
Union. 

This is not the first time in recent 
months that Greece has acted coop
eratively with the United States. This 
summer, Prime Minister Papandreou 
sent Greece's top antiterrorists ex
perts to the United States for meet
ings and cooperative work with Ameri
ca's top antiterrorist experts. Togeth
er, the two nations are concerned 
about terrorists and spies and share 
information necessary to apprehend 
them. This is in our best interest and 
in the interest of the Government of 
Greece, and I commend the Greek 
Government for these welcome steps. 

I ask that two articles from the 
Washington Post, "Greece Charges 
Three as Spies After U.S. Tip," and 
"Athens Protests Spying," be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The articles follow: 
CFrom the Washington Post, Sept. 19, 19851 
GREECE CHARGES THREE As SPIES A1TER U.S. 

TIP 
ATHENS, September 18.-Two Greek elec

tronics experts were charged today with 
spying for the Soviet Union, and the govern
ment confirmed that a Greek naval officer 
had been arrested on suspicion of spying for 
a foreign power. 

Alternate Defense Minister Antonis Dro
soyannis, who announced the officer's 
arrest, did not specifically name the Soviet 
Union as the nation that had received the 
information, but he did say the affair was 
linked with a Soviet diplomat who defected 
to the United States four months ago. 

Greek news reports said Washington had 
given Athens new information about Soviet 
espionage since the defection of Sergei Bok
hane. Press reports have said that Bokhane 
was the second-ranking officer in the KGB 
intelligence branch of the Soviet Embassy 
here. 

Police Minister Athanasios Tsouras 
named the two electronics experts as Mi
chael Megalokonomos, 37, and businessman 
Nikos Pipitsoulis, also 37. 

Drosoyannis identified the arrested officer 
as a lieutenant commander who until re
cently had worked in the data processing 
unit at Greece's defense headquarters. He 
told reporters that the officer had access to 
information about Greek defense but not to 
sensitive NATO data. 

Tsouras said Megalokonomos had worked 
for ITT, then for the Hewlett-Packard com
pany and then for a subsidiary of ITT called 
Standard Electric Bellas. 

At the prosecutor's office, Megalokono
mos denied charges that he had sold infor
mation to Moscow. 

Pipitsoulis' said he had sold an electrical 
device to Soviet officials for $43,000 but said 
he saw nothing wrong in what he considered 
a normal commercial arrangement. 

Tsouras said Megalokonomos had been 
found to possess spying equipment such as 
codebooks, a microfilm reading device, a 
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radio for picking up special frequencies and 
instructions on how to work a radio trans
mitter. 

CFrom the Washington Post, Sept 20, 19851 
ATHENS PROTESTS SPYING 

ATHENS. The government formally pro
tested alleged Soviet espionage after two 
electronic experts and a naval officer were 
arrested and charged with selling defense 
secrets and computer equipment to Soviet 
diplomats, a Foreign Ministry spokesman 
said. 

The spokesman, Costas Laliotis, told 
Greek reporters that Vladimir Pushkin, the 
Soviet charge d'affaires, was summoned to 
the Foreign Ministry Wednesday night. 

Laliotis did not say whether the govern
ment planned to expel any Soviet diplo
mats.• 

ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE 
RESOLUTION 

e Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
the problem faced by corporations 
large and small in this country of deal
ing with the ever increasing burdens 
of civil litigation are immense. The 
last quarter of a century has seen dra
matic changes in the laws and regula
tions affecting the rights and obliga
tions of one corporation to another, as 
well as a dramatic expansion in the 
basis for recovery in actions ranging 
from product liability, securities regu
lations, shareholders disputes, and 
others that were unknown or uncom
mon in the not too distant past. It is 
anyone's guess what the next 25 years 
will bring, but one thing we can be 
sure of is that it will involve the 
courts, the legal system, and an in
credible amount of the resources and 
energy of this nation's businesses. 

Indeed, few corporations have been 
unaffected by the change in the legal 
community. But where once law firms 
were large when they had 50 to 75 law
yers, now the 200- and 300-lawyer law 
firms are common. Needless to say, the 
number of paralegals, law clerks and 
support staff employed by these law 
firms is tremendous. And to a large 
extent, this vast array of people, 
knowledge, and technology is devoted 
to the process of corporate battle in 
the Nation's courtrooms, with thou
sands of man hours and millions of 
dollars devoted to a single case. 

Indeed, the number of lawsuits filed 
in our Nations courts has more than 
doubled since 1975. More importantly, 
or more notably, the number of com
plex cases has gone up many times 
greater, and the expense of these com
plex cases is enormous. 

What is equally enormous, but prob
ably unquantifiable, is the incredible 
drain on productivity that these cases 
represent. Lawyers spend large seg
ments of their careers on a single case, 
and the worse cases, corporations can 
be nearly consumed by the defense or 
prosecution of the major, complex 
case at hand. While no one knows the 
extent of lost productivity, everyone 

knows that in such cases, high level 
managers, top level executives, and 
mid to lower level staff can spend days 
and weeks in depositions, going 
through the most routine and mun
dane aspects of their employment, ex
amining countless documents, merely 
for the exercise of identifying them 
and the notations on them, and to re
constructing, to the extent humanly 
possible, the events of many years ear
lier-events that at the time seemed 
insignificant. The extent of time lost 
in these "discovery" proceedings is 
equalled only by the extent of time 
and energy lost in preparation for 
them. 

Partly because of the explosion of 
such complex civil litigation, the work
load of the U.S. courts of appeals and 
district courts has been burdened with 
thousands of additional cases. Despite 
the addition of a great many judges, 
Federal magistrates, and other sup
port personnel, the courts generally 
find themselves straining under an 
enormous backlog of cases. 

This situation resulted in hearings 
before the Subcommittee on Courts in 
the Senate Committee on the Judici
ary in the 98th Congress. Among the 
items discussed in those hearings was 
the concept of alternatives to the civil 
litigation process. Perhaps the most 
promising of those alternatives is the 
notion of privately conducted alterna
tive dispute resolution CADRl. The 
concept of ADR encompasses a wide 
range of private practices, all of them 
designed to prevent, manage and re
solve disputes in a more cost-effective 
manner than through the normal 
process of civil litigation. It is not, 
however, simply an arbitration proce
dure. Rather, ADR employs a busi
ness-oriented managerial approach to 
problem solving, along with reliance 
on top-level business executives to par
ticipate in fashioning a solution to 
legal problems that had previously 
been solved in a legal slugf est. 

One of the most promising examples 
of the use of ADR in resolving civil 
disputes is the notion of the minitrial. 
The minitrial is a nonbinding settle
ment procedure structured to convert 
a legal dispute into a business matter. 
In essence, the civil litigation process 
that normally culminates in a trial is 
condensed into a much shorter and 
more manageable time frame. Rather 
than presenting the case to a Judge 
and Jury, the lawyers for either side, 
after agreeing on a set of ground rules, 
present their cases to the executives of 
the corporate principals, persons who 
have settlement authority \ln behalf of 
their companies. In addition, depend
ing on the agreement reached between 
the parties, there may be a neutral 
participant, frequently a respected 
Judge, lawyer, or businessman in the 
community involved, who assists in 
the evaluation of the evidence present
ed by both sides. 

If, after the presentation of the evi
dence, the parties themselves are not 
able to settle the matter, the neutral 
participant may render an advisory 
opinion. Such an advisory opinion 
often acts as a catalyst toward settle
ment that might otherwise not have 
been possible, yet it has none of the 
binding affects of an arbitrators deci
sion, nor none of the legal conse
quences of a judge's or jury's decision. 

Perhaps the most remarkable aspect 
of the minitrial procedure is that the 
entire process, from presentation of 
the evidence to resolution of the dis
pute, frequently takes as little as 2 to 
3 days. This, in contrast with the 3 
weeks to 3 months ths,t are not all un
common when the matter is commit
ted to the civil litigation process. 

Mr. President, I believe that it is to 
the advantage of American businesses, 
American workers and Americans in 
general to encourage the use of altern
tive dispute resolution techniques such 
as the minitrial. American business 
now knows that it must be more effi
cient to compete in the international 
market, and that when faced with a 
flood of imports from businesses that 
know few of the legal and regulatory 
disputes that are so common in this 
country, as well as businesses that are 
to one extent or another subsidized by 
their home governments, there is no 
room in the present business climate 
for useless, counterproductive litiga
tion when the matters can in so many 
instances be resolved quickly and sen
sibly by the managers themselves. 
ADR is a concept whose time has 
come, and one the merits of which are 
being recognized by business and law
yers alike throughout this country. 
The Center For Public Resources 
CCPRl in New York City is a coalition 
of general counsels of major corpora
tions, leading law firms and prominent 
academic organizations. That group 
has developed a legal program to en
courage and assist in the use of alter
natives to high cost litigation. CPR, 
founded in 1979, is one of the leading 
proponents of methods to resolve 
major corporate disputes in a prag
matic and economical matter, outside 
the courtroom. 

Indeed, through the guidance of the 
CPR, more than 140 corporations have 
signed a formal policy known as the 
ADR corporate statement. In so doing, 
the chief executive officers and gener
al counsel from these companies have 
declared that they would explore the 
use of ADR or earlier settlement talks 
before pursuing full-scale litigation 
with another company that has al
ready signed the statement. In addi
tion, the National Association of Man
ufacturers has supported this policy. 
By subscribing to this policy, because 
each side recognizes that an initial set
tlement off er is merely a pragmatic, 
exercise, not a submissive one, each 
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litigant overcomes the perception that 
naturally follows from an early settle
ment offer that its case is weak. 

Naturally, the use of ADR minitrials 
is voluntary, since in criminal as well 
as in civil litigation the litigants have 
a constitutional right to a trial in a 
court of law. Nevertheless, there are 
numerous ways in which the Govern
ment can and should encourage the 
use of ADR. For instance, a great deal 
of commercial and civil litigation 
occurs within the context of Federal 
contracts, and the Justice Department 
and various litigating entities within 
the Federal Government can build in
centives for the use ADR into their 
procurement codes and litigation strat
egies. Recently, for example, the Army 
Corps of Engineers had a very success
ful experience with the use of ADR. In 
September of this year, following the 
completion of a major piece of litiga
tion through minitrials, the office of 
the chief counsel of the Corps pro
duced and circulated to each of its of
fices an engineer circular entitled "Al
ternative Dispute Resolution: Mini
trials." In connection to that circular, 
the Corps of Engineers has prepared a 
sample agreement for use between the 
Corps and the appellant in a construc
tion claim. Mr. President, I ask that 
the sample agreement provided by the 
Corps be printed in its entirety in the 
RECORD at the completion of my re
marks. 

The Justice Department has been 
conducting a pilot program designed 
to determine the extent to which ADR 
can be successfully used in Govern
ment contract litigation. The civil divi
sion has more than 400 lawyers doing 
one form of Government contract 
work, including its tort work and pro
curement cases. In addition, each of 
the executive agencies has thousands 
of lawyers who are involved in litiga
tion, and I'm convinced that the use of 
ADR . in Government contract cases 
would be a significant step toward 
shortening the time involved in com
pleting cases, and ultimately increas
ing productivity of our Nation's indus
try. Very shortly, I will be introducing 
legislation designed to provide incen
tives for the use of ADR in Govern
ment contract cases. In the meantime, 
I will be considering additional ways to 
encourage the use of ADR in purely 
private litigation, and may have legis
lative proposals designed to effect sig
nificantly greater progress in that area 
as well. 

We all benefit by increasing the effi
ciency of our Nation's industries, and 
by allowing business to devote more of 
its resources to productive use, and 
less toward fueling the engines of liti
gation, engines that turn at a furious 
pace but go nowhere. I encourage my 
colleagues to join with me as we con
sider new ways to meet that goal. 

The sample agreement follows: 

[Appendix Al 

Mnn-TRIAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE 
UNITED STATES ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
AND APPELLANT 

This mini-trial agreement dated this -
day of --, 19- is executed by ---, 
Division Engineer, United States Army 
Corps of Engineers on behalf of the Corps, 
and by , on behalf of ---
hereinafter referred to as ----

Whereas: On the - day of--, 19-, 
the parties hereto entered into Contract No. 
---for the ; 

Whereas, under the Disputes Clause <Gen
eral Provision No. 4> of that contract, Ap
pellant on , 19- filed a claim 
with the contracting officer alleging 

Wherea'.s, Appellant certified its claim in 
accordance with the requirements of the 
Contract Disputes Act of 1978; 

Whereas, in a letter dated , 
19- the contracting officer issued a final 
decision denying appellant's claim; 

Whereas, on -, 19- Appel-
lant appealed the contracting officer's final 
decision to the Board of Contract 
Appeals where the appeal has been docket
ed as <ASBCA> <ENG BCA> No. --; 

Whereas, the Corps has instituted an Al
ternative Contract Disputes Resolution Pro
cedure known as a "Mini-Trial", which pro
cedure provides the parties with a voluntary 
means of attempting to resolve disputes 
without the necessity of a lengthy and 
costly proceeding before a Board of Con
tract Appeals nor prejudicing such proceed
ing; and 

Whereas, the Corps and Appellant have 
agreed to submit <ASBCA> <ENG BCA> No. 
-- to a "Mini-Trial". 

Now therefore, subject to the terms and 
conditions of this "Mini-Trial" agreement, 
the parties mutually agree as follows: 

1. The Corps and Appellant will voluntari
ly engage in a non-binding mini-trial on the 
issue of . 

The mini-trial will be held on ----
-, 19- at . 

2. The purpose of this mini-trial is to 
inform the principal participants of the po
sition of each party on the claim and the 
underlying bases of such. It is agreed that 
each party will have the opportunity and re
sponsibility to present its "best case" on en
titlement and quantum. 

3. The principal participants for the pur
pose of this mini-trial will be for 
the Corps, and for appellant. The 
principal participants have the authority to 
settle the dispute. Each party will present 
its position to the principal participants 
through a trial attorney<s>. In addition, 
--- will attend as a mutually selected 
"neutral advisor". 

4. The role of the neutral advisor ls that 
of an advisor. The neutral advisor will not 
be actively involved in the conduct of the 
mini-trial proceedings. ·The neutral advisor 
may ask questions of witnesses only if mutu
ally agreed to by the principal participants. 
Upon request by either principal the neu
tral advisor will provide comments as to the 
relative strengths and weaknesses of that 
party's position. 

5. The Government trial attorney will pro
vide the neutral advisor with copies of this 
agreement and the Rule 4 appeal assembly. 
Other source materials, statements, exhibits 
and depositions may be provided to the neu
tral advisor by the trial attorneys, but only 
after providing the same materials to the 
other trial attorney. Neither trial attorney 

shall conduct ex parte communications with 
the neutral advisor. 

6. The fees and expenses of the neutral 
advisor shall be borne equally by both par
ties. Except for the costs of the neutral ad
visor, all costs incurred by either party in 
connection with the mini-trial proceedings 
shall be borne by that party, and shall not 
be treated as legal costs for apportionment 
in the event that the dispute is not resolved, 
and proceeds to a Court or Board determi
nation. 

7. Unless completed prior to the execution 
of this agreement, the parties will enter into 
a stipulation setting forth a schedule for 
discovery to be taken and completed -
weeks prior to the mini-trial. Discovery 
taken during the period prior to the mini
trial shall be admissible for all purposes in 
this litigation, including any subsequent 
hearing before any Board of competent au
thority in the event this mini-trial does not 
result in a resolution of this appeal. It is 
agreed that the pursuit of discovery during 
the period prior to the mini-trial shall not 
restrict either party's ability to take addi
tional discovery at a later date. In particu
lar, it is understood and agreed that partial 
depositions may be necessary to prepare for 
the mini-trial. If this matter is not resolved 
informally as a result of this procedure, 
more complete depositions of the same indi
viduals may be necessary. In such case the 
partial depositions taken during this interim 
period shall in no way foreclose additional 
depositions of the same individual into the 
same or additional subject matter for a later 
hearing date before a Court or Board. 

8. No later then - weeks prior to com
mencement of the mini-trial, shall 
submit to the Corps a quantum analysis 
which identifies the costs associated with 
the issues that will arise during the mini
trial. 

9. The presentations at the mini-trial will 
be informal. The rules of evidence will not 
apply, and witnesses may provide testimony 
in the narrative. The principal participants 
may ask any question of the witnesses that 
they deem appropriate. However, any such 
questioning by the principals shall be within 
the time period allowed for that party's 
presentation of its case as hereinafter delin
eated in paragraph 10. 

10. At the mini-trial proceeding, the trial 
attorneys have the discretion to structure 
its presentation as desired. The form of 
presentation may be through expert wit
nesses, audio visual aids, demonstrative evi
dence, depositions and oral argument. The 
parties agree that stipulations will be uti
lized to the mar,Jmum extent possible. Any 
complete or partial depositions taken in con
nection with the litigation in general, or in 
contemplation of the mini-trial proceedings, 
may be introduced at the mini-trial as infor
mation to assist the principal participants 
understanding of the various aspects of the 
parties' respective positions. The parties 
may use any type of written material which 
will further the progress of the mini-trial. 
The parties may, if desired, no later than 
-- weeks prior to commencement of the 
mini-trial, submit to the representatives for 
the opposing side, as well as the neutral ad
visor, a position paper of no more than 25 
8~ x 11 double spaced pages. No later than 
- week<s> prior to commencement of the 
proceedings, the parties will exchange 
copies of all documentary evidence proposed 
for utilization at the mini-trial, inclusive of 
a listing of all witnesses. 

11. The mini-trial proceedings shall take 
- clay<s>. The morning's proceedings shall 
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begin at -- a.m. and shall continue until 
- a.m. The afternoon's proceedings shall 
begin at -- p.m. and continue until -
p.m. <A sample two day schedule follows:) 

Schedule 
Day 1 
8:30 a.m.-12:00 Noon... ..... Appellant's position and 

case presentation. 
12:00 Noon-1:00 p.m ........ Lunch.' 
1:00 p.m.-2:30 p.m ............ Corps' cross-examina-

tion. 
2:30 p.m.-4:00 p.m. ........... Appellant's re-examina-

tion. 
4:00 p.m.-5:00 p.m. ........... Open question and 

answer period. 
Day2 
8:30 a.m.-12:00 Noon........ Corps' position and case 

presentation. 
12:00 Noon-1:00 p.m ........ Lunch.' 
1:00 p.m.-2:30 p.m. ........... Appellant's cross-exami-

nation. 
2:30 p.m.-3:00 p.m. ........... Corps' re-examination. 
3:00 p.m.-4:30 p.m. ........... Open question and 

answer period. 
4:30 p.m.-4:45 p.m. ........... Appellant's closing argu-

ment. 
4:45 p.m.-5:00 p.m. ........... Corps' closing argument. 

1 Flexible time period for lunch of a stated dura
tion. 

11. Within --- day(s) following the ter
mination of the mini-trial proceedings, the 
principal participants should meet, or 
confer, as often as they shall mutually agree 
might be productive for resolution of the 
dispute. If the parties are unable to resolve 
the dispute within -- days following com
pletion of the mini-trial, the mini-trial proc
ess shall be deemed terminated and the liti
gation will continue. 

12. No transcript or recording shall be 
made of the mini-trial proceedings. Except 
for discovery undertaken in connection with 
this appeal, all aspects of the mini-trial in
cluding, without limitation, all written ma
terial prepared specifically for utilization at 
the mini-trial, or oral presentations made, 
between or among the parties and/ or the 
advisor at the mini-trial are confidential to 
all persons, and are inadmissible as evi
dence, whether or not for purposes of im
peachment, in any pending or future Court 
or Board action which directly or indirectly 
involves the parties and this matter in dis
pute. However, if settlement is reached as a 
result of the mini-trial, any and all informa
tion prepared for, and presented at the pro
ceedings may be used to justify and docu
ment the subsequent settlement modifica
tion. Furthermore, evidence that is other
wise admissible shall not be rendered inad
missible as a result of its use at the mini
trial. 

13. The neutral advisor will be instructed 
to treat the subject matter of this proceed
ing as confidential, and refrain from disclos
ing any of the information exchanged to 
third parties. The neutral advisor is dis
qualified as a witness, consultant or expert 
for either party in this and any other dis
pute between the parties arising out of per
formance of Contract No. -----. 

14. Each party has the right to terminate 
the mini-trial at any time for any reason 
whatsoever. 

15. Upon execution of this mini-trial 
agreement, if mutually deemed advisable by 
the parties, the Corps and Appellant shall 
file a joint motion to suspend proceedings of 
thsi appeal before the ----- Board of 
Contract Appeals. The motion shall advise 
the Board that the suspension is for the 
purpose of conducting a mini-trial. The 
Board will be advised as to the time sched
ule established for completing the mini-trial 
proceedings. 

Dated ........ .... .. . . . . . . . . . .. . ......... ... . . ............ Dated ......... ................. . 
By: .. . ................................................ ... By: .. .. .. ..................... . 
Principal participant for Corps ............... Principal participant for Appellant 

........... ... ............................ .. 
Attorney for the Corps........... ............... Attorney for Appellant 

Note: This agreement reflects a mini-trial which 
involves a neutral advisor. In the event a neutral 
advisor is not used, you should eliminate all refer
ences to the neutral advisor.e 

PROPOSED ARMS SALES 
• Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, section 
36(b) of the Arms Export Control Act 
requires that Congress receive advance 
notification of proposed arms sales 
under that act in excess of $50 million 
or, in the case of major defense equip
ment as defined in the act, those in 
excess of $14 million. Upon such noti
fication, the Congress has 30 calendar 
days during which the sale may be re
viewed. The provision stipulates that, 
in the Senate, the notification of pro
posed sales shall be sent to the chair
man of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee. 

In keeping with the committee's in
tention to see that such information is 
immediately available to the full 
Senate, I ask to have printed in the 
RECORD the notification which has 
been received. The classified annex re
f erred to in the covering letter is avail
able to Senators in the office of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, room 
SD-423. 

The notification follows: 
DEFENSE SECURITY ASSISTANCE AGENCY, 

Washington, DC, October 29, 1985. 
In reply refer to: 1-15502/85. 
Hon. RICHARD C. LUGAR, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the re
porting requirements of Section 36Cb) of the 
Arms Export Control Act, we are forward
ing herewith Transmittal No. 86-07 and 
under separate cover the classified annex 
thereto. This notification replaces Trans
mittal No. 85-45 <advance TransmittE.l No. 
85-BT, dated 3 July 1985, still applies) and 
concerns the Department of the Army's pro
posed Letter of Offer to Korea for defense 
articles and services estimated to cost $61 
million. Shortly after this letter is delivered 
to your office, we plan to notify the news 
media of the unclassified portion of this 
Transmittal. 

Sincerely, 
PHILIP C. GAST, 

Director. 

[Transmittal No. 86-071 
NOTICE OF PROPOSED ISSUANCE OF LETTER OF 

OFFER PuRSUANT TO SECTION 36(6) OF ARMS 
EXPORT CONTROL ACT 
(i) Prospective purchaser: Korea. 
cm Total estimated value: 

Major defense equipment ................... . 
Other .................................... : ................. . 

Million 
0 

$61 

Total.............................................. 61 
1 As defined in section 47<6> of the Arms Export 

Control Act. 
(iii) Description of articles or services of

fered: Modification kits for 28 Battery Sets 

of the HA WK Product Improvement Pro
gram <PIP) PHASE II, concurrent spare 
parts, training, and services to install the 
kits . 

<iv) Military department: Army <XUM). 
Cv) Sales commission, fee, etc., paid, of

fered, or agreed to be paid: 
<vD Sensitivity of technology contained in 

the defense articles of defense services pro
posed to be sold: See annex under separate 
cover. 

<viD Section 28 report: Included in report 
for quarter ending 31March1985. 

<viii) Date report delivered to Congress: 
October 29, 1985. 

POLICY JUSTIFICATION 
KOREA-MODIFICATION KITS 

The Government of Korea has requested 
the purchase of modification kits for 28 Bat
tery Sets of the HA WK Product Improve
ment Program <PIP) PHASE II, concurrent 
spare parts, training, and services to install 
the kits. The estimated cost is $61 million. 

This sale will contribute to the foreign 
policy objectives of the United States by 
helping to improve the security of a key 
friendly country in Eastern Asia. The sale 
of this equipment and support will enhance 
deterrence and contribute to the preserva
tion of peace and stability on the Korean 
peninsula. 

The product improvement program modi
fication kits proposed in this sale will up
grade the I-HAWK batteries used in the Re
public of Korea <ROK) for air defense. 
Since the North Korean Air Force enjoys 
more than a 2:1 numerical advantage in 
combat aircraft, this sale is vital to offset 
this quantitative disadvantage. Korea will 
have no difficulty absorbing these modifica
tion kits into its armed forces. 

The sale of this equipment and support 
will not affect the basic military balance in 
the region. 

The prime contractor will be the Rayth
eon Corporation of Andover, Massachusetts. 

Implementation of this sale will not re
quire assignment of any additional U.S. 
Government personnel; however, 25 con
tractor representatives will be required for 
24 months in Korea. 

There will be no adverse impact on U.S. 
defense readiness as a result of this sale.e 

FOR ACCOUNTABILITY IN 
POLITICAL ADS 

e Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, 
the Senate Commerce Committee has 
begun a series of hearings on S. 1310, 
the Clean Campaign Act of 1985. This 
bill is a reflection of the deep concern 
that the cosponsors and I have about 
the lack of accountability and balance 
in modern political campaigns. 

At our first hearing we were fortu
nate to have Charles Guggenheim, a 
noted political consultant and film 
producer, among the witnesses. Mr. 
Guggenheim's testimony was very 
thought-provoking and valuable to our 
committee's deliberations, and I am 
pleased to see that his views have been 
given wider circulation in an op-ed 
piece that appeared in the New York 
Times on October 15. 

Mr. President, I recommend Charles 
Guggenheim's article to my col-
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leagues, and I ask that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
FOR ACCOUNTABILITY IN POLITICAL Ans 

CBy Charles Guggenheim) 
WASHINGTON.-Every year at this time, I 

used to look forward to the political season 
just as I look forward to the World Series 
and the symphony opening. Thank good
ness for baseball and good music. American 
political campaigning is sick. 

In the last 10 years, Americans have been 
forced to endure an epidemic of negative po
litical advertising. Visual and audible manip
ulation abounds. Every tool of the advertis
ing craft has been exercised to prove oppo
nents lazy, dishonest, unpatriotic, dumb, 
cruel, unfeeling, unfaithful and even crimi
nal. It takes so little skill to condemn some
one on radio and television commercials 
that there has been a proliferation of media 
consultants-many carrying their wares 
from one state to another. Only the names 
of the commercials need to be changed. 

As one who has been involved as a media 
consultant in more than 100 elections, I do 
not disparage everything that has taken 
place since the advent of paid television in 
politics. There have been some fine mo
ments. Paid political announcements have 
made it possible for a new breed of inde
pendent candidates to enter public life. The 
smoke-filled room has all but disappeared as 
paid television has replaced it as the forum 
for political choice. Party bosses have been 
moved to the back row. Handpicked candi
dates have become and endangered species. 
The sins of McCarthyism, Watergate and 
Vietnam have far less chance of returning, 
knowing they face trial in the living rooms 
of America. 

My concern is not that we have replaced 
one group of influence makers with another 
but that in making this change we have cre
ated a system of political campaigning that 
is eroding the dignity of the election proc
ess. 

Up to 70 percent of what Americans hear 
and see in a political campaign today comes 
via 30- and 60-second paid political an
nouncements. In 1984, candidates paid the 
broadcast industry more than $300 million 
for the privilege of discussing the issues in 
60 seconds or less. 

Ask any seasoned media adviser and he 
will tell you what he can do best given 30 
seconds. Create doubt. Build fear. Exploit 
anxiety. Hit and run. The 30- and 60-second 
commercials are ready-made for the innuen
do and half-truth. Because if their brevity, 
the audience forgives their failure to qual
ify, to explain, to defend. 

There is another reason why our cam
paigns are becoming increasingly mean: the 
use of anonymous surrogates to deliver neg
ative advertising. Candidates themselves do 
not produce commercials. Candidates leave 
that task to their hired media directors, 
who are free to craft their 30-second inquisi
tions in the remote darkness of their editing 
rooms. 

Having surrogates represent office seekers 
is not new. Abraham Lincoln never left 
Springfield during the Presidential cam
paign of 1860. Others did his campaigning 
for him. But today's surrogates are differ
ent. Faceless, they craft their messages in 
anonymity, delivering their accusations via 
actors, music, special effects and photogra
phy-all without fear of personal account
ability either to themselves or to the candi
dates who hire them. 

What can be done? Strip away the ano
nymity of negative political advertising. Put 
the face and voice of the accuser on the 
screen and you will move in the direction of 
decency for the American political process 
overnight. Insist, also, that paid political an
nouncements be no fewer than two Ininutes 
in length-and you will see a dramatic 
change in the tone of the political dialogue 
in this country. 

Political campaigning in America has 
never been free of rancor and unfairness. 
We should not attempt to purify the 
system, nor should we interfere in the 
public dialogue. But Government has an ob
ligation to establish processes that do not 
encourage the demeaning of the political 
process. 

In Britain, commercial broadcasters do 
not make the rules-a forum of British sub
jects does. In two British elections in which 
I took part, paid political broadcasts were 
confined to 10 minutes in length. Stations 
were required to provide prime time-free. 
No advocacy broadcasts could begin prior to 
three weeks before the election. 

The British system may in some ways be 
too restrictive. But we have a lot to learn 
from it. The rules in Britain allow room for 
substance, give range to criticism, discour
age unfairness. Equally important, the Brit
ish provide something Americans seldom if 
ever do-more that 60 seconds for political 
advocacy in prime time. 

There are many complications, perhaps 
risks surrounding suggestions for reforming 
the present system. The First Amendment 
is a precious document and it should not be 
tinkered with. But we have already placed 
arbitrary restrictions on self-expression in 
this country by allowing the broadcast in
dustry to set ground rules that frequently 
stifle substance and encourage specious at
tacks. The First Amendment was intended 
to protect individuals who wished to speak 
for themselves, not individuals who hire 
others to hide in the wings and speak for 
them. 

By accepting the status quo, Government 
has not avoided interference in the demo
cratic process. It has merely abdicated its 
responsibility to an arbitrary system that 
brings little distinction to the political proc
ess and the American people.e 

THE 75TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
NEW JERSEY BLIND MEN'S AS
SOCIATION 

e Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to off er my congratulations to 
the New Jersey Blind Men's Associa
tion as they celebrate their 75th anni
versary. This extraordinary organiza
tion has provided important services 
to over 300 blind New Jerseyans each 
year. Some of these services are ob
tainable through Camp Happiness. 
This unique camp began in 1915 and 
was the first program of its kind to 
off er free services for the blind. This 
camp provides an atmosphere where 
the participants can work together to 
find solutions to commonly shared 
problems. The Blind Men's Association 
has a strong tradition of providing 
quality education, social, legislative, 
recreational, administrative, and coun
seling services for blind adults 
throughout the State of New Jersey. 
It also has a fine vocational rehabilita-

tion program which enables the blind 
to acquire needed skills that will help 
them be competitive in the job force. 
Its expanding vocational facility offers 
a transitional work program as well as 
an extended employment program. 

This New Jersey association has ex
hibited unselfish dedication and serv
ice to the blind. I applaud the efforts 
of the association and I salute them 
on the occasion of their 75th anniver
sary .e 

SOCIAL SECURITY DISINVEST-
MENT, PAST AND FUTURE 

e Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
yesterday, I spoke in this Chamber 
about the financial implications of 
various forms of disinvestment of secu
rities held in the Social Security trust 
funds-and there are several such 
forms-that the Treasury may be 
forced to in the event we do not 
promptly approve an increase in the 
debt ceiling. Today, more information 
has come to light regarding recently 
past Treasury disinvestments from the 
trust funds. 

It appears that the Treasury did 
cash in considerable amounts of long
term bonds in September and October, 
to get sufficient cash to cover the 
Social Security checks mailed in those 
months: $7 billion in long-term securi
ties were cashed in in September, and 
$4 billion more in October. This infor
mation comes from the Congressional 
Budget Office, based on the Treas
ury's monthly statements of the 
public debt, and has been confirmed 
by Harry Ballantyne, chief actuary of 
the Social Security Administration. 
The Treasury Department has not yet 
publicly explained these decisions, but 
has said that all such financing activi
ties are undertaken to meet benefit 
payments. 

As best as I can understand, these 
disinvestments began when Treasury 
found itself running into the debt 
limit, as early as September. To create 
room under the debt limit for the 
Treasury regular financing issue, the 
Department decided to not follow a 
procedure required under the 1983 
amendments to the Social Security 
Act, called normalized tax transfers. 
Under this procedure, at the beginning 
of each month the Treasury is re
quired to credit the trust funds with 
however much money the Treasury 
expects to collect from Social Security 
payroll taxes over the course of the 
month. This procedure was designed 
to improve the trust funds' cash flow 
situation, and usually these tax trans
fers are used to pay benefits. It ap
pears that the Treasury did not under
take full normalized tax transfers in 
September and October, because to so 
do might have prevented the Depart
ment from meeting other Government 
obligations. In addition, it appears. the 
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moneys which Treasury did transfer in 
September and October under this 
procedure-which is not merely a prac
tice, but a requirement of law-were 
not fully invested in interest-bearing 
Government securities, as also re
quired under the Social Security Act. 
Treasury could not do so, it is main
tained, because of the debt limit. 

Because Treasury, then, did not 
carry out full normalized tax trans
fers, Social Security could not meet 
benefit payments without redeeming 
some of its securities for cash. And so, 
Treasury apparently redeemed about 
$7 billion in long-term bonds from the 
trust funds in September and another 
$4 billion in October. 

Treasury has said that neither its in
ability to make full normalized tax 
transfers, nor its inability to fully 
invest such transfers, will adversely 
affect the trust funds, because the 
Social Security Act provides a special 
accounting device to offset any such 
effect. This device, it is said, allows the 
Treasury to keep its books as if full 
normalized tax transfers were made, 
fully invested, and earning interest. 
The statute, however, does not appear 
to specifically grant the Treasury this 
particular authority. 

These Treasury decisions certainly 
followed from the Department's 
proper concerns that all benefits be 
paid, and on time, in September and 
October. And nearly as certainly, over 
a long term, such disinvestment could 
cost the trust funds considerable inter
est income. This long-term interest 
loss, the subject of my floor statement 
yesterday, will follow if the funds 
raised from cashing in long-term 
bonds from the trust fund portfolios 
must be later reinvested at a lower in
terest rate. In point of fact, we will not 
know the extent, if any, of these losses 
until next June 30, when all of Social 
Security's short-term assets are rolled 
over into long-term bonds. According 
to the analysis prepared by Chief Ac
tuary Harry Ballantyne of the Social 
Security Administration, these losses 
could reach some $800 million over 15 
years, based on the economic assump
tions of the midsession review. 

I ask that the full text of Mr. Bal
lantyne's memorandum be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There are, then, many questions of 
significance to be examined and un
derstood-and which I trust can be so 
done at the hearings to be held next 
Thursday by the Senate Finance Sub
committee on Social Security and 
Public Assistance: 

First, should Congress be notified of 
any Treasury difficulties or inability 
to make full normalized tax transfers, 
or any Treasury decision to disinvest 
trust fund assets? 

Second, is the Secretary of the 
Treasury, as managing trustee for the 
Social Security trust funds, authorized 

under any circumstances to not make 
normalized tax transfer payments? 

Third, does the Treasury Depart
ment have the authority, under the 
normalized tax transfer process, to 
repay interest income lost to the trust 
funds, as a result of not making full 
normalized tax transfers or not fully 
investing such? 

Surely, it is critical that an impartial 
estimate be made of how much long
term interest income could be lost to 
the Social Security trust funds as a 
result of disinvestment. This may be a 
role for the two public trustees of the 
system. Such an impartial estimate is 
necessary, so Congress can take action 
to protect the trust funds. 

The memorandum follows: 
MEMORANDUM 

OCTOBER 30, 1985. 
From: Harry C. Ballantyne, Chief Actuary, 

SSA. 
Subject: Effect of Current Debt-Limit Prob

lems on Interest Earnings of the Social 
Security Trust Funds-Information. 

If the debt ceiling is not increased by No
vember l, the Treasury Department plans 
to alter its usual trust-fund disinvestment 
procedures so that OASDI benefits for Oc
tober can be paid on that date. The unusual 
procedures will have both short-term and 
long-term effects on the interest earnings of 
the trust funds. The long-term effects, in 
particular, are extremely sensitive to the in
terest rate applicable to investments made 
in June 1986. This memorandum presents 
estimates on the basis of two sets of assump
tions-the intermediate <alternative 11-B> 
assumptions of the 1985 OASDI Trustees 
Report, and the assumptions used for the 
Mid-Session Review <MSR> of the Presi
dent's 1986 Budget. 

On November 1, Treasury intends to disin
vest enough trust-fund assets to cover the 
entire amount of benefits payable in early 
November. This amount is about $13.5 bil
lion for the OASI Trust Fund, and about 
$1.4 billion for the DI Trust Fund. After the 
disinvestment, the public debt will be about 
$14.9 billion below the debt ceiling, enabling 
Treasury then to borrow that amount on 
the open market to cover the benefit pay
ments. The usual procedure would be to 
borrow the amount first and then disinvest 
trust-fund assets on three dates: the pay
ment date <November 1), 4 business days 
after the payment date <November 7), and 5 
business days after the payment date <No
vember 8). The amounts of disinvestment on 
each date would be about $6.8 billion, $4.9 
billion, and $3.2 billion, respectively. Howev
er, the usual procedure cannot be followed 
because borrowing before disinvestment 
would cause the debt limit to be exceeded. 
The disinvestment of the entire amount on 
November l, rather than over the normal 
schedule, will result in a short-term interest 
loss of about $15 million to the OASI and 
DI Trust Funds. 

The long-term effect, which is not so ap
parent, results from disinvestina securities 
with various interest rates and replacing 
them-after the debt-ceilina crisis has 
passed-with new securities at different 
rates. The uninvested balances will initially 
be reinvested in short-term certificates of 
indebtedness, but on June 30, 1986, these 
certificates will be "rolled over" into long
term bonds bearing a coupon rate deter
mined by a formula in the Social Security 
Act. The yields on those bonds cannot be 

known at this time, but the rate assumed 
for purposes of estimating the future oper
ations of the trust funds was 10. 75 percent 
for alternative 11-B, and 9.875 percent for 
the MSR. If the Treasury on November 1 
were to follow its usual procedures regard
ing disinvestment-earliest maturities first, 
and lowest rates first within any year of ma
turity-then a large long-term interest loss 
would occur because about $3.5 billion in 
13. 75-percent bonds scheduled to mature 
during 1991-97 would be redeemed. The 
Treasury, however, has announced that a 
special procedure will be followed in order 
to mitigate the interest loss. Specifically, 
they will disinvest the securities with the 
lowest rates first-most of which are at 
10.375 and 10.75 percent-without regard to 
maturity date. The following table shows 
the estimated effect on interest earnings, 
year by year, on the basis of the two sets of 
assumptions-alternative 11-B and MSR. 
The table shows direct effects only and not 
the indirect effects resulting from interest 
lost or gained because of the direct change 
in interest eanings, i.e., "interest on inter
est." 

EFFECT ON INTEREST EARNINGS OF THE OASI AND DI TRUST 
FUNDS 

[In millions of dollars] 

Alternative Mid-session 
11-8 review 

Year ending June 30: 
1987 ............................................................... . 43 -86 
1988 ............................................................... . 43 -86 
1989 ............................................................... . 43 -86 
1990 ............................................................... . 43 -86 
1991 ............................................................... . 43 -86 
1992 ............................................................... . 42 -85 
1993 ............................................................... . 40 -73 
1994 ............................................................... . 35 -61 
1995 ............................................................... . 24 -53 
1996 ............................................................... . 17 -41 
1997 .............................................................. .. 15 -29 
1998 ............................................................... . 13 -17 
1999 ............................................................... . 10 -14 
2000 ............................................................... . 8 -11 ------

Total.. ......................................................... . 421 -815 

Note: Totals may not equal sums of rounded components. 

Clearly, the estimated effects on interest 
are extremely sensitive to the interest rate 
assumed to be applicable to investments 
made in June 1986. The trust funds could 
incur a loss or realize a gain in the hundreds 
of millions or even billions of dollars. The 
Congress is currently considering an amend
ment to the bill raising the debt ceiling that 
would restore the trust funds to the position 
in which they would have been in the ab
sence of debt-limit problems. We are not 
certain that this amendment would apply to 
the long-term issue Just described, however. 

HARRY C. BALLANTYNE.e 

PROTECTIONIST TRADE 
BARRIERS 

•Mr. HART. Mr. President, today the 
Wall Street Journal published an arti
cle on trade that I would recommend 
to my colleagues. The article argues 
there has been an increase in protec
tionist trade barriers here in the 
United States over the past few years, 
and that these barriers cost American 
consumers billions of dollars while ul
timately saving few, if any, American 
jobs. 

We all realize how the unfair trade 
practices of our competitors penalize 
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American workers and businesses. 
Japan's spider web of bureaucratic 
barriers, Europe's subsidies for crop 
exports, the domestic content laws for 
automobiles in a score of nations-all 
these practices undermine our pros
perity as they endanger the viability 
of an expanding world trading system. 

But the lesson of today's Journal ar
ticle is clear: Protectionism is no 
better an answer to our trade prob
lems than the administration's laissez
faire indifference over the past 5 
years. Protectionism fuels inflation, 
invites foreign retaliation, and elimi
nates jobs in unprotected industries. If 
we are to find a long-term and con
structive solution to our record trade 
deficits, we must reduce our overval
ued dollar, modernize our industries, 
push for elimination of unfair foreign 
practices, increase the demand abroad 
for American products, and protect 
our workers from global economic 
forces beyond their control. 

Mr. President, I ask that the full 
text of the Journal article be inserted 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
CFrom the Wall Street Journal, Nov. 1, 

1985] 
NATIONAL DUTY: As FREE-TRADE BASTION, 

U.S. ISN'T HALF AS PuRE AS MANY PEOPLE 
THINK 

<By Alan Murray) 
In Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario, a Canadian 

shopper can buy a four-kilogram bag of 
white cane sugar at New Dominion Stores 
Ltd. for about $1.50 <U.S.>. 

But across the St. Marys River in Sault 
Ste. Marie, Mich., a 10-pound bag <4.54 kilo
grams) of the same sugar sells at Norden's 
Foodland for $3.55, roughly double the Ca
nadian price. 

The reason is simple: protectionism. To 
support domestic sugar producers, the U.S. 
imposes stiff quotas on sugar imports, keep
ing the domestic wholesale price far higher 
than the world price. "It's glaring discrepan
cy," says Francis Mansfield, director of the 
Sault-area Chamber of Commerce. 

The current congressional debate over 
trade legislat:on rings with complaints that 
the U.S. is the last bastion of unfettered 
international trade in a world of protection
ists. "The United States has permitted im
ports to gush ashore freely while not de
manding comparable access abroad," asserts 
Sen. Lloyd Bentsen, a Texas Democrat. 

AN ARRAY OF BARRIERS 

But the U.S. isn't the pure free-trader 
that many in Congress and business seem to 
think. Sugar quotas are just one example of 
a large array of trade barriers the U.S. has 
built to restrict imports. High tariffs and 
other restrictions provide substantial pro
tection to producers of books, benzenoid 
chemicals, ceramic tiles, canned tuna, 
rubber footwear, steel, textiles, motorcycles, 
peanuts, dairy products and more. 

Indeed, significant trade barriers cover 
more than a quarter of all manufactured 
goods sold in the U.S., and cost American 
consumers more than $50 billion a year, or 
$450 for every working man and woman, ac
cording to Gary Hufbauer, a Georgetown 
University professor, in a book to be pub
lished later this year. 

"We probably do less" to block imports 
than most of our major trading partners, 

Mr. Hufbauer says. "But we do a lot. We 
certainly protect a heck of a lot more than 
most congressmen say we do." 

During most of the postwar period, the 
U.S. has been the world's leading force for 
free trade. Under its leadership, worldwide 
tariffs have been reduced sharply and trade 
has boomed. Average U.S. tariffs have fallen 
from 50% of the imports' value in the days 
of the Smoot-Hawley tariffs during the 
1930s, to about 5% today; and European and 
Japanese tariffs have been reduced to about 
the same level. 

"NEW PROTECTIONISM" 

But in recent years, the U.S. has been 
caught up in the global trend toward a "new 
protectionism," establishing quotas, "volun
tary" import restrictions and other barriers 
rather than tariffs to shield its domestic in
dustries from foreign competition. By Mr. 
Hufbauer's estimate, the percentage of U.S. 
imports covered by protection has risen to 
21 % today from 8% in 1975. 

"My sense is that on net, trade restraints 
continued to drop through most of the 
1970s," says William Niskanen, chairman of 
the Cato Institute, a Washington think 
tank. "But starting in the 1980s, the in
crease in nontariff barriers has been greater 
than the reduction in tariffs." 

The trend toward protectionism has accel
erated in the last five years, thanks largely 
to the dollar's steep rise in value relative to 
other currencies. The strong dollar has en
couraged a flood of imports by making them 
cheaper, increasing domestic industries' 
demand for protection. Although the 
Reagan administration claiins to be vigor
ously opposed to trade barriers, it has found 
it politically impossible to fully resist these 
protectionist pressures. 

"I think it is probably true that we are 
less protectionist" than both Europe and 
Japan, says Robert Lawrence, a senior 
fellow at the Brookings Institution. "None
theless, we have a lot of protectionism. We 
ought not to be necessarily as self-righteous 
as we are." 

FOREIGNERS' VIEW 

Not surprisingly, foreign officials agree 
with Mr. Lawrence's assessment. Says Sir 
Roy Denman, head of the European Com
munities delegation in Washington: "The 
good Lord did not ordain that sin only start
ed east of Cape Cod or west of Alaska." 

America's trade barriers impose large 
costs on U.S. consumers. And while they 
may save jobs in protected industries, econ
omists say barriers reduce Jobs elsewhere in 
the economy. As President Reagan pointed 
out at a recent press conference, "No one 
ever looks over their shoulder to see who 
lost their Job because of protectionism." 

Clothing tariffs and quotas provide a dra
matic example of the high costs of U.S. pro
tectionism. During the 1970s, the U.S. nego
tiated import quotas with all the major ap
parel-producing nations, and in 1983 those 
quotas were tightened substantially. The 
U.S. also has a tariff averaging 26% of the 
value on all clothing imports. 

As a result, the cost of imported clothing 
here is more than double what it would be if 
the U.S. had no trade barriers, according to 
a recent study by the Federal Reserve Bank 
of New York. The study, which conserv
atively assumes that trade barriers don't 
raise the price of domestically manufac
tured clothes, estimates that consumers pay 
a tax of as much as $12 billion a year to pro
tect the U.S. textile industry. A more com
prehensive measurement, according to 
Georgetown's Prof. Hufbauer, puts the 

figure at $27 billion, or $42,000 for every job 
saved. 

Much of that money goes to foreign com
panies. Textile-producing nations receive 
import quotas to allocate to manufacturers. 
Those quota rights are often auctioned off 
among producers, and the cost of the quota 
is passed on the American importer. When 
demand is strong, the quotas guarantee 
manufacturers who hold them a hefty 
profit. 

Clothing quotas are particularly trouble
some for those who sell imported apparel. 
Retailers say they can tolerate tariffs be
cause they are predictable; but quotas 
produce wide price fluctuations and some
times block imports altogether. 

Spiegel Inc., for example, has encountered 
many problems since the Reagan adminis
tration tightened quotas in 1983. Leo San
sone, the company's assistant vice president 
for merchandising, recalls that last year the 
catalog company arranged to buy wool 
sweaters from Hong Kong at a time when 
sweater demand was expected to be light, 
and quota rights-which are auctioned off 
daily in Hong Kong-were selling at about 
$1.50 per sweater. By the time the company 
decided to reorder more sweaters, strong 
demand had caused the quota price to soar 
to $6.50. As a result, Spiegel had to pay $18, 
including shipping and tariffs, for a sweater 
it had expected to cost only $10. 

Spiegel also recently had a shipment of 
wool slacks from Taiwan confiscated by U.S. 
officials, who said the shipment exceeded 
the island's quota for such slacks. The Tai
wanese manufacturer aq.thorized the ship
ment at the end of 1984, counting it against 
the 1984 quota. But U.S. CUstoms counted it 
against the 1985 quota, which it says has 
run out. As a result, says Terry Covone, 
Spiegel's import manager, "we have 150 
dozen wool slacks that we've already paid 
for sitting in a bonded warehouse because 
we can't get them through customs." 

Walter Killough, the company's senior 
vice president for merchandising, complains 
that "the way quotas are administered now, 
it's almost as if the people Just want to 
create problems for us." 

ECONOMIC lllPACT 

Econoinists argue that such protectionist 
policies probably eliminate as many Jobs in 
other parts of the economy as they save in 
the protected industry. For one thing, when 
consumers must pay more for clothes, they 
have less to spend on other items, leading to 
less employment in other industries. Most 
economists also believe that import restric
tions usually result in reduced U.S. exports. 

"I happen to believe there are no Jobs 
saved in the economy as a whole" as a result 
of protectionist measures, says Mr. Law
rence of the Brookings Institution. Mr. Nis
kanen of the Cato Institute agrees. "By and 
large, the number of jobs in the economy is 
invariant to trade measures," he says. 

Some other imported products that are 
protected by U.S. trade barriers: 

Steel. The U.S. signed a quota agreement 
with the European Communities in October, 
1982 limiting steel imports. At about the 
same time, Japan initiated a system of "vol
untary" steel export restraint to avoid 
more-direct U.S. trade action. These meas
ures substantially reduced European and 
Japanese steel shipments to the U.S., but 
shipments from developing countries soared 
in their place. In September 1984, the U.S. 
began negotiating more "voluntary" export 
restraints with other steel suppliers de
signed to limit total steel imports. The New 
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York Fed conservatively estimates that 

these restraints cost consumers about $2 bil- 

lion a year by adding 5% to steel prices. 

Book manufacturing. The U.S. book print- 

ing industry is largely shielded from foreign

competition. To be eligible for U.S. copy -

right protection, virtually all books and 

periodicals published in this country must 

also be printed and bound here. According 

to Professor Hufbauer, that restriction costs

consumers an estimated $500 million each

year.

Ceramic tiles. Makers of ceramic floor and

wall tiles are protected by tariffs that aver-

age about 25% of the import value. The cost

to consumers, Mr. Hufbauer says, is about

$116 million a year.

Peanuts. To prevent imports from under-

mining its peanut price support program,

the government has kept a strict quota on

imported peanuts since 1953. The approxi-

mate annual cost to the consumer, accord-

ing to Mr. Hufbauer's research: $170 mil-

lion.

Shipping: The Jones Act, which dates

back to the 1920s, bars foreign ships from

carry ing passengers or freight between any

two U.S. ports. This protects coastal carriers

from lower-cost foreign shipping lines.

Rubber shoes. The U.S. rubber footwear

industry is shielded by high tariffs that in

some cases have changed little since the

days of the Smoot-Hawley tariff act of 1930.

The cost to consumers: $230 million. Mr.

Hufb

auer

 says.

Motorcycles. In 1983 President Reagan

imposed temporarily high tariffs, starting at

49.4%, on Japanese motorcycles with en-

gines exceeding 700 cubic centimeters. Mr.

Hufbauer estimates that the tariff, designed

to protect about 2,500 Harley -Davidson

Motor Co. workers, cost consumers $104 mil-

lion

 last

 year.

Trucks.

Foreign-manufactured

 light

trucks face a stiff 25% tariff when they

cross U.S. borders. The tariff prompted cre-

ation of the Subaru "Brat," which escaped

the tariff by putting bucket seats in the

truck bed to qualify as a car.

Autos. Under a "voluntary " agreement,

Japan began restricting auto exports to the

U.S. in April 1981. As a result, according to

the New York Fed, Japanese car export

prices rose more than $2,000, and cost con-

sumers an estimated $4.5 billion in 1984.

That restraint agreement formally expired

last March, but most observers believe the

Japanese continue to restrain auto exports

to prevent a flare-up of further protection-

ist pressure. As a result, many Japanese

auto dealers in the U.S. continue to add as

much as $2,000 or $3,000 in "additional

dealer markup" onto the sticker price of the

cars they sell.e

PROGRAM

Mr. 

DOLE. 

Mr. President, 

the

Senate will convene at 10 a.m. on

Mon

day,

 Nove

mbe

r 4, 1985

.

As indicated previously, the leaders

have 10 minutes each under the stand-

ing order. There will be three special

orders, and routine morning business

until 11.

Follo

wing

 rout

ine

 mor

ning

 busin

ess,

the Sena

te will

 resum

e cons

idera

tion

of the farm

 bill. I urge my colleagues

who wish to debate that bill-there

were

 some

 here

 today

 who

 wanted

 to

deba

te it-to

 be

 here

 at 11 on

 Mon

day

morning.

 

Votes 

are expected

 on

Monday, I would say probably not 

before 2 o'clock, 2:30. We will have a 

couple of votes on minimum tax 

amendments and perhaps we can 

debate other amendments on the debt

limit extension and transfer those

votes until Tuesday, but we will work

that out on Monday.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M.

MONDAY

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, there

being no further business to come

before the Senate, I move we stand in

adjournment until Monday , November

4, at 10 a.m.

The motion was agreed to; and, at

1:01 a.m., the Senate adjourned until

Monday, November 4, 1985, at 10 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by

the Senate November 1, 1985:

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Wendell L. Willkie IL of the District of

Columbia, to be general counsel, Depart-

ment of Education, vice, Maureen E. Corco-

ran. 


U.S. ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT

AGENCY


Michael H. Mobbs, of the District of Co-

lumbia, to be an Assistant Director of the

U.S.

 

Arms Control  and Disar

mam

ent

Agency , vice Henry F. Cooper, Jr., resigning.

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION

James J. Carey , of Illinois, to be a Federal

Maritime Commissioner for the term expir-

ing June 30, 1990, reappointment.

NATIONAL MEDIATION BOARD

Charles L. Woods, of California, to be a

member of the National Mediation Board

for the remainder of the term expiring July

1, 1986, vice Robert Oberndoerfer Harris, re-

signed.

U.S. INSTITUTE OF PEACE

William R. Kintner, of Pennsy lvania, to

be a member of the Board of Directors of

the U.S. Institute of Peace for a term of 2

years expiring January 19, 1987, new posi-

tion.

PANAMA CANAL COMMISSION

Walter J. Shea, of Mary land, to be a

member of the Board of the Panama Canal

Comm

ission

, vice

 Willi

am Sidel

l.

IN THE ARMY

The

 follow

ing-na

med

 office

r to be

 place

d

on the retired list in grade indicated under

the provisions of title 10, United States

Cod

e,

 sec

tion

 1370

:

To

 Òe gen

eral

Gen.

 Robe

rt C. Kings

ton,

      

     

   age

57,

 U.S

. Arm

y.

IN THE MARINE CORPS

The

 follow

ing-

name

d office

r, unde

r the

provi

sions

 of title

 10, Unite

d State

s Code,

section 601, to be assigned to a position of

importance and responsibility designated by

the President under title 10, United States

Code, section 601:

To

 Òe

 gen

era

l

Lt. Gen. George B. Crist,  

      

     


U.S. Marine Corps.

IN THE ARMY

The following-named officers for promo-

tion in the Reserve of the Army of the

United States to the grades indicated under

the provisions of article IL section 2, clause

2, of the Constitution of the United States

of America:

ARMY PROMOTION LIST

To

 be colon

el

Aanenson, James H.,  

      

     

Adkinson, William E.,  

       

    

Almonte, Joseph D.,  

     

      

Almquist, Tod F.,  

           

Arce

, Jorg

e A.,      

      

Arness, Franklin D.,  

           

Atkinson, John K. 

   

         

Ballin, Arthur F.,  

       

    

Baucum, William N.,  

       

    

Bohne, Melvin B.,  

      

     

Brau

nbach, Kenneth,  

     

      

Broa

ch,

 Vanc

e C.,

     

     

   

Brog

an, Jame

s A., 

     

     

  

Buck

, Richa

rd S.,

      

     

  

Burtch, Lloyd D.,  

     

      

By rd, Lonnie D.,  

       

    

Campbell, James D.,  

      

     

Carter, Robert J.,  

      

     

Cedeno, Francisco J.,  

      

     

Chalfant, Bertram H.,  

       

    

Chrissinger, John E.,  

      

     

Cimin

o, Anth

ony

 J.,      

       

Clapp, Donald,            


Clark, Errol E.,             

Cobleigh, Gerard P.,  

           

Coc

chiola

, Phili

p A.,      

       

Cook, Alan W.,  

          

Couch, James C., Jr.,  

      

     

Coun

ts, Walte

r D., 

     

     

  

Coverdale, Charles,  

     

      

Cox,

 Walla

ce

 G.,

      

     

  

Crane, Lawrence W.             

Crockett, Bruce L.,  

           

Cummings, Paul L.,  

     

      

Cunningham, Darrel,  

           

Daly,

 Hugh

 P.,

      

     

 

Darpino, Ernest R.,  

      

     

Davis, Charles H.,  

      

     

Dean, Benjamin F.,  

       

    

Decker, Thomas E.,  

      

     

Dem

artini, Frank J.,  

     

      

Diaz, Rafael E.,  

           

Dillard, Hugh B.,  

           

Dipompo, Michael,  

           

Disney , Richard O.,  

           

Donohue, Edward P.,  

       

    

Drabik, Stephen F.,  

           

Drake, Harry E.,  

           

Duerr, Richard D.,  

           

Duncan, Bobby S.,  

           

Durkac, Valentine T.,  

      

     

Eachus,  Alan C.,  

           

Echols,  Charley N.,  

           

Engels, Dennis W.,  

       

    

Evans, Bly the H., Jr.,  

           

Fana

tico, Nicholas.  

      

     

Farrell, Paul J.,  

           

Fawn, Kenn,            


Fitzgerald, James H.,  

      

     

Fleming, Edward L.,  

      

     

Fong, Ronald H.,  

      

     

Ford, Joe M.,  

          


Fox, Barry P.,            


Fox, William I., Jr., 

 

           

Franke, Aurel W.,  

      

     

Fraz

ee, Robe

rt M.,

      

     

  

Punderburk, Ronald,  

           

Gallagher, David R..  

           

Gannon, Peter A.,             

Geiger, John W.,  

           

Genthe, Charles V.,             

Gentry , Lloyd R.,  

           

Gibbs, James B.,             

Gisla, John F.,  
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Goodden, Royal T.,             

Goos, William J,  

           

Greenfield, William,             

Grinnell. John F..             

Grove, Richard L.,             

Guerin. Robert L.,             

Hagerup , Eric,             

Haworth, David S.,  

           

Hayes, Floyd E.,  

           

Hearn, Frank C..             

Hill, John H.,             

Hixson, Luther T.,             

Hjort. Gary J.,             

Holmes, William W.,             

Hopkins, George A.,  

           

Idol, Tony G.,  

           

Jacobson, Bruce T..             

Jambon, Orleans A.,  

           

James, Dennis W.,  

           

Janelle, Gerald F.,             

Janssen, Wayne G.,             

Johnson. John R.,  

           

Kelsey, John P.,             

Kiekhaefer, James S.,  

           

Killgore, William,  

           

King, William O..             

Kirkwood, Jammie L.,  

           

Kirshner, Eugene,  

           

Kludt, Ronald A.,             

Koba, Roger B.,             

Krigbaum, Phillip W..             

Landrum, Jimmy F.,             

Lansford, Robert M.,  

           

Larkin. Francis J.,             

Leone, Frank Jr.,             

Longoria, Ezekiel,  

           

Lott, Cleveland B..             

Lum, Franklin Y.,             

Lytle, Thomas S.,             

Madden. Donald R.,             

Manassero, Michael,             

Mariniello, Joseph.             

Marshall, Lee C.,             

Martin, Gerald R.,             

McAlister, James H.,             

McCluskey, Lawrence,             

McCracken, Charles,             

McDaniel, Darel W.,  

           

McIlroy, Daniel F.,             

McKiniry, James J.,  

      

     

McManamy, James P.,             

McNairy. John L..             

McNamara, Andrew T.,             

Melia, John F.,             

Mercer, Thomas K.,             

Moeling, Branch R.,             

Moore, Albert F.,             

Moore, Robert D.,             

Mosch, Theodore R.,             

Mueller, Walter R.,             

Muller, Frank W.,             

Nelsen, Burnell E.,             

Norman, Richard M.,             

Norton, Jerry M.,             

Okelley, Dewey T.,  

           

Olson, Owen J.,             

Opsahl, Erhard P.,             

Palmer, William L.,             

Patterson, James T.,             

Petri, John L.,             

Phillip s, James B.,             

Pickard, William M.,             

Pierce, Gerald J., 

 

           

Plaschkes, John D.,             

Posey, Jerry B..             

Reynolds, Travis,  

           

Robbins, Christopher,             

Robertson, Wayman D.,             

Robinson, Gordon W.,             

Rose, Patrick J.,             

Rubin, Donald V.,             

Santos, Earl P.,             

Sasser, Joe D.,  

      

     

Schumann, Reinhard,  

           

Schumpert, Gilbert,  

           

Scullin, Frederick,             

Seals, Kenneth W.,             

Seaman, Andrew M.,             

Siegel, Martin,             

Skaggs, David C., Jr.,             

Smiley, John A.,             

Smith, Donald W.,  

           

Smith, Nathan,             

Sniadach, Louis M.,             

Sperling, Richard A.,  

           

Stewart, Carl J., Jr.,             

Stofer, Gerald B.,  

      

     

Subkow, Jerome J.,             

Taylor, David R.,  

       

    

Taylor, John T., Jr.,             

Taylor, Thomas H.,             

Telfair, Edward H.,  

           

Thornton, Melvin C.,  

           

Thorpe, Michael D.,  

           

Towns, Robert F..  

           

Turk, Sam C.,  

      

     

Turner, Raymond L.,             

Umbarger, Earl L.,             

Vance, Robert L.,  

           

Vanore, Andrew A.,  

           

Vaughn, Richard S.,  

     

      

Walker, Donald L.,  

       

    

Ware

, Ezell

.      

     

 

Washington, Bobbie,  

           

Welsh, John L.,             

Wessner, William E.,  

     

      

Whitehead. James E.,  

       

    

Wills, Robert C.,             

Wise, Kenneth L.,  

      

     

Wurtele, Ronald M.,  

           

Yost, Vaughn H.,  

       

    

Youn

g, Rob

ert,      

       

Zimmerman, Jay H.,  

           

CHAPLAIN

To 

be colo

nel

Brock, William K.,  

           

Curre

y, Cecil

 B.,       

      

Frie

nd

, Jan,

     

    

    

Fritz,

 How

ard

 W.,

     

     

   

Hoogerland, Thomas,  

      

      

Hoyal, James A.,  

      

     

Kinnane, James F.,  

           

Laney, Andrew M.,  

       

    

Leblanc, Harold E.,  

       

    

Rapp , Phillip J.,             

-

CONF'IRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by

the Senate November 1, 1985:

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Charles A. Trabandt, of Virginia, to be a

member of the Federal Energy Regulatory

Commission for a term exp iring October 20,

1988. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

C. Everett Koop , of Pennsylvania, to be

Surgeon General of the Public Health Serv-

ice for a term of 4 years.

DEPAR™EPrr OF ENERGY

C.M. Naeve, of Virginia, to be a member of

the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

for a term exp iring October 20, 1989.

The above nominations were app roved

subject to the nominees' commitment to re-

spond to requests to appear and testify

before

 any duly constituted committee of

the Senate.

THE JUDICIARY

Edward R. Korman, of New York, to be

U.S. district Judge for the eastern district of

New York.

Robert E. Cowen, of New Jersey, to be

U.S. district judge for the district of New

Jersey. 


William J. Zloch, of Florida, to 

be U.S. dis-

trict judge for the southern district of Flori-

da. 


Jane R. Roth, of Delaware, to be U.S. dis-

trict judge for the district of Delaware.
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